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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 2
290 BROADWAY

NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866

To All Interested Government Agencies and Public Groups:

In accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) procedures for
the preparation of environmental impact statements (EIS), an environmental review has been
performed on the proposed agency action below:

Project Name:

Purpose of Project:

Project Originator:

Project Location:

Project Description:

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc. (OHAI), NPDES
Permit for New Source Discharge from an Offshore
Concentrated Aquatic Animal Production Facility

OHAT’s proposed facility is intended to offset a small part
of the seafood demand in Puerto Rico, other Caribbean
Islands and the United States mainland. OHAI's goals also
include expanding the understanding of cobia as an open-
ocean aquaculture species, and developing new
technologies that could potentially be applied to other
commercially important marine fish species. OHAI would
also be contributing to the achievement of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA)
efforts to promote offshore aquaculture in the exclusive
economic zone (EEZ) to reduce pressure on natural
fisheries.

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc., Humacao, P.R. 00791

The offshore portion of the project is approximately 2 miles
into the Caribbean Sea off the coast of Punta Guayanes,
coordinates (WGS84 datum): 18.054983° N

65.771083° W. The onshore portion of the project is at
Yabucoa Harbor, adjacent to the Old Union Carbide trans-
shipment structure and dock in Puerto Rico.

OHALI proposes to construct and operate a commercial-
scale, open-ocean aquaculture production facility and land-
based hatchery and operations facility along the
southeastern shoreline of Puerto Rico.

Based on information provided by OHAI and other existing information, our assessment
indicates that no significant adverse environmental impacts will result from the proposed action
provided that the following measures are implemented:

Internet Address (URL) ¢ hitp://www.epa.gov

Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)



» Applicant must implement the May 11, 2005, Final Environmental Monitoring
Plan approved by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE). Additionally, applicant must send to EPA a
copy of the resulting monitoring data.

*  Applicant must test groundwater for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs),
arsenic and petrochemicals at the onshore site where the intake well is planned.
A plan for quarterly sampling must be developed and sent to EPA for review.
The approved plan must be implemented as soon as the well starts operation and
data sent to EPA as it is collected.

= Applicant should test onshore site soil for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHSs), arsenic and petrochemicals to provide for the identification and
mitigation of any potential risk from industrial contamination at the onshore site
during construction activities. All data should be sent to EPA.

While no significant impact is anticipated, EPA finds it necessary to gather site-specific
data given that large-scale aquaculture is a relatively new activity in Puerto Rico and that
aquaculture practices and local natural conditions vary. This data will be used to inform
future permit decisions. Furthermore, EPA requires that the applicant obtain a Coastal
Zone Management Consistency Certificate from the Puerto Rico Planning Board. Before
EPA finalizes its permit decision, the applicant must provide a copy of the certificate to
EPA and must agree to perform the following monitoring and reporting practices:

* Applicant will notify EPA of any disease outbreaks or fish kills.

= Applicant will not add any other species prior to NMFS approval and each
approval is sent to EPA.

* Applicant must provide EPA with a quarterly report of all feeds, chemicals and
antibiotics used in offshore and onshore facilities.

* The above stated measures must be implemented from project initiation until the
initial permit expires. Measures may be extended at the time of permit renewal if
EPA data analysis demonstrates the need for future monitoring and reporting.

We have made a decision not to prepare an EIS on the project. This decision is based on a
careful review of the project’s environmental information document and other supporting
information. All of these documents, along with the EA (copy enclosed) are on file at the
offices of the EPA Region 2, where they are available for public scrutiny upon request. The
EA is also available on EPA Region 2’s website at
http://www.epa.gov/region02/spmm/r2nepa.htm.




Comments supporting or disagreeing with this decision may be submitted to EPA for
consideration. All comments must be received within 30 calendar days of the date of this
FONSI. Please address your comments to: Grace Musumeci, Chief, Environmental Review
Section, at the above address. No administrative action will be taken on the project for at least
30 calendar days after the date of this FONSI.

Sincerely,

Mg fLliy by

Alan J. Steinberg
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. New Source NPDES Permit Application

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. (OHAI) proposes to construct and operate a commercial-scale,
open-ocean aquaculture production fecility and land-based hatchery and operations facility along
the southeastern shoreline of Puerto Rico off Punta Guayanes. The aquaculture facility and
hatchery would be used for the culture of cobia. Cobia (Rachycentron canadum) isapelagic fish
speciesfound worldwide in tropical and subtropical ocean and estuarine waters.

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program controls water
pollution by regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States.
The NPDES regulations (40 CFR 122.24 and Appendix C to Part 122) specify the applicability
of the NPDES permit requirement to concentrated aquatic anima production (CAAP) facilities.
Hatcheries and fish farms are dassified as CAAPs when they meet the following conditions (40
CFR 122, Appendix C) or are designated as a CAAP under 40 CFR 122.24(c):

A hatchery, fish farm, or other facility is a concentrated aquatic animal production facility if it contains,
grows, or holds aquatic animals in either of the following categories:

(a) Cold water fish species or other cold water aquatic animals in ponds, raceways, or other similar
structures which discharge at least 30 days per year but does not include:

(1) Facilities which produce less than 9,090 harvest weight kilograms (approximately 20,000
pounds) of aquatic animals per year, and

(2) Facilities which feed less than 2,272 kilograms (approximately 5,000 pounds) of food during
the calendar month of maximum feeding.

(b) Warm water fish species or other warm water aquatic animals in ponds, raceways, or other
harvestable similar structures which discharge at least 30 days per year, but does not include:

(1) Closed ponds which discharge only during periods of excess runoff; or

(2) Facilities which produce less than 45,454 harvest weight kilograms (approximately 100,000
pounds) of aquatic animals per year.

EPA published afinal rule (Federal Register Volume 69, Number 162, 51891-51930) for effluent
limitations and new source performance standards for CAAP sources. The new rule (40 CFR
451) appliesto discharges from CAAP facilities that produce 100,000 pounds or more per year of
aquatic animals utilizing a flow-through, recirculating, net pen system or a submerged cage
sysem. The proposed OHAI facility would be classified as a CAAP and would be required to
meet the requirements of this new rule, as the proposed project would produce 2,200,656 pounds
of fish per year. The proposed onshorefacility does not exceed the threshold to be classified as a
CAAP. The NPDES application for the onshore facility submitted under October 20, 2004 cover
letter reports that it would produce 3,300 pounds per year harvestable weight. Asof this date,
EPA has not designated the hatchery asa CAAP under 40 CFR
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122.24(c) (i.e., not considered a significant contributor of pollution to waters of the United
States).

The CAAP new source standards for attaining effluent limitations focus on the facility operator's
use of best practicable control technology (BPT) currently available and associated practices
related to feeds management; waste collection and disposal; transport or harvest discharge;
carcass removal, materials storage, structural and facility maintenance, recordkeeping and
training. All CAAP operators are required to develop and maintain a best management practices
(BMP) plan documenting how the facility will achieve the requirements of 40 CFR 451 and any
individua permit conditions.

2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the proposed action is to construct and operate a commercial-scale, open-ocean
aquaculture production facility and land-based hatchery and operations facility along the
southeastern shoreline of Puerto Rico.

Overexploitation of marine resources, pollution and habitat destruction exacerbated by human
population growths have caused fishery depletion in the Caribbean and throughout the world.
Fishery operations in Puerto Rico have exceeded maximum sustainableyields and suffer dueto
ocean pollution and destruction of suitable habitat for native species. Today, Puerto Rican
fisheries supply less than five percent of the island's demand for seafood, with imports supplying
the remainder (OHAI 2005).

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is promoting offshore
aquaculture in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) to reduce pressure on natural fisheries.
Offshore aquaculture practices have been evaluated and refined through a recent demonstration
project in Culebra, Puerto Rico and the six-year Cates Internationda Inc. aquaculture project in
Hawaii. Offshore aquaculture has the potential to expand the aquaculture industry with fewer
user conflicts than shoreline operations, and reduced environmental impacts.

OHAI wasincorporated as a private corporation in Puerto Rico in 2003, with the mission “to
develop acommercia and environmentally sustainable open-ocean aguaculture industry in the
Caribbean, specifically with cobia (Rachycentron canadum).” OHAI isworking in conjunction
with the Palmas del Mar Fisherman's Association, the Department of Marine Sciences at the
University of Puerto Rico, the State Sea Grant College Program, Ocean Spar Technologies, the
Aquaculture Center of the Florida Keys, Inc., Mariculture Technologies Internaional, Inc., and
Fundacién Chile to bring technology developed for the aguaculture of cobiato the commercial
scale required for profitability. Cobia produced & OHAI’ s proposed facility could offset a small
part of the seafood demand in Puerto Rico, other Caribbean Islands and the United States
mainland. OHAI's goals also include expanding the understanding of cobia as an open-ocean
aquaculture species, and developing new technologies that could potentially be applied to other
commercially important marine fish species [e.g., greater amberjack (Seriola dumerili) and red
hind (Ephinephelus guttatus)].

Environmental Assessment 2007 2
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3.0 SCOPE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

To make a decision concerning a permit to discharge into the waters of the U.S. under the
NPDES program for the offshore aguaculture production facility, the EPA must determine the
environmental consequences of the proposed project including the associated onshore hatchery
and fish processing plant. Upon completion of this environmental assessment (EA), the EPA
will either prepare a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) and issue a NPDES permit, or
complete an environmental impact statement (EIS) to further investigate project impacts before
making a final NPDES permit decision.

EPA has prepared this EA to support agency decision making concerning the potential issuance of a
NPDES permit for OHAI to operate an open-ocean aquaculture facility off the coast of Punta Guayanes,
Puerto Rico. The analysesin this EA are restricted to resources that could potentially be impacted by the
proposed action including the associaed onshore hatchery and fish processing plant. EPA prepared this
EA in compliance with NEPA regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1500-1508)
and EPA’ s NEPA implementing reguléions (40 CFR 6).

4.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Preliminary Aquaculture Sites

OHAI conducted preliminary research to determine the potential feasibility for development of
commercial-scde aquaculture a sites offshore of Puerto Rico (PR) and the Dominican Republic
(Exhibit 1). Six feasible offshore sites were identified for further prdiminary investigation.
These sites included:

PR1: located 2 miles off Palmas Del Mar/Y abucoa, P.R. bearing 150 degrees.
PR2: located 2.5 miles off Punta Arenas, Vieques bearing 195 degrees.

PR3: located 1.9 miles off Crash Boat, P.R. bearing 311 degrees.

DR1: located 1.8 miles off Punta Cana Resort, Dominican Republic.

DR2: located 1.5 miles off Bayahibe, Dominican Republic bearing 155 degrees.

(I Ny Iy Ny Iy I

DR3: located 1.8 miles off Cumayasa, Dominican Republic bearing 245 degrees.

Environmental Assessment 2007 3
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Ocean Harvest Inc.
Alternative Sites

Dominican Republic DRA1: PR:3
Punta Cana Crash Boat
DR2: .
Bayahibe ; PR:2
) Puerto Ri P
DR3: = uerte Rico Punta Arenas
Cumayasa i
PR
Yabucoa
I S T
] [F.] F- ] ]

Exhibit 1: Alternative sites map

Evaluation criteria (social and environmental) were determined, and a ranking process was
developed to evaluate the sites. Any of the proposed sites ranking over 100 points was
considered for further analysis. The project team collected data, and conducted baseline
sampling and dive surveys at the six potential sites. Graph 1 displays the results from the
evaluation process (Appendix F). Theranking and evaluation resulted in the selection of the
PR1 site for further
analysis (OHAI 2005). ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION SCORES
The selection of PR1
was the result of a
combination of factors, | 1o0 |
with no single factor

120

predominating. The 80 - —
strengths of the site
included the strong % ]

level of community

support, availability of
a technically skilled 20 |
workforcein

40

conjunction with good 0 \ : : : :
transportatlon PRl |S PR1 PR2 PR3 DR1 DR2 DR3
not located near Graph: 1

sensitive coastal areas (e.g., coral reefs, mangroves), has low potential for predation and has
optimal wind and current velocities. The availability of electricity, communication and
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transportation infrastructure, especially the adjacent road, were strong factors in identification of
PR1 as the preferred location for the proposed action.

In comparison, the PR2 site was closer in proximity to sensitive coastd areas, fewer favorable
sites for a hatchery facility existed and fewer technically skilled workers were availablein
comparison to PR1. The lack of transportation, communication and electricity infrastructure was
astrong negative factor in the elimination of PR2.

The PR3 site was eliminated mainly for itsrelaively high wind velocity, fewer options for
creating afallowing area, and closer proximity to sensitive coastd areas. PR3 was aso judged to
have a higher potential for shark predation.

The main factor in the elimination of the DR1 site was its proximity to sensitive coral reefs.
However, DR1 had other problems, including higher wind velocity, greater potential for shark
predation and less optimal current patterns. Municipal and industrial runoff pollution in the area
and the infeasibility of siting ahatchery contributed to the site’s elimination.

DR2 was |located too close to the Dominican Republic’s Federal Nature Preserve. The site did
not have available infrastructure or areadily avalable freshwater source for the hatchery. Fewer
options existed for afallowing area and the potential for shark predation was judged to be greater
than other sites. In addition, the potential for poaching, vandalism, and conflicts with tourism
activities were factorsin the elimination of the site. The presence of overly strong currents and
the potential for shark predation contributed to the elimination of DR3.

4.2 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study

The alternatives further evaluated in the EA include the no action alternative and the applicant’s
proposed dternative (PR1 site) for the construction and operation of the proposed CAAP facility.

4.2.1 No Action Alternative

The no action alternative consists of not constructing and operating a commercial-scale, open-
ocean aguaculture production facility and land-based hatchery and operations facility along the
southeastern shoreline of Puerto Rico. Under the no action alternative, EPA would not issue a
NPDES permit for the proposed OHAI project. In the absence of a permit, it is assumed that the
project would not be constructed.

The no action alternative would not contribute towards achieving NOAA’s goal to promote
offshore aquaculture in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) to reduce pressure on natural
fisheries. The no action aternative does not provide an opportunity to offset any part of the
seafood demand in Puerto Rico and the larger region. The no action alternative would not
support a greater understanding of cobia as an open-ocean aguaculture species, or develop new
technologies that could potentially be applied to other commercially important marine fish
species.

The no action alternative would not provide new employment or introduce new technology to the
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Y abucoa region, which has suffered economic losses due to the decline of the local sugarcane
industry over the past two decades. The University of Puerto Rico would not have the
opportunity to conduct research and provide educational opportunities at an offshore aquaculture
facility.

4.2.2 Proposed Alternative

OHAI proposes to construct and operate a commercial-scale, open-ocean aquaculture production
facility and land-based hatchery and operations fecility along the southeastern shoreline of Puerto
Rico, off Punta Guayanes, between the municipalities of Humacao and Y abucoa (Exhibit 2).

Environmental Assessment 2007 6
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Exhibit 2: Project location map
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Offshore Components

The offshore aquaculture facility would utilize a square grid of open-ocean, approximately 2.0
miles offshore, with a center point of N 18° 03'17.9 northing; W 65° 46’ 15.9 easting. The
offshore area ranges from 105-115 feet in depth, with an average depth of 108 feet. The area has
asandy, flat seafloor bottom with average naturally-occurring water current between 0.6
foot/second (0.35 knot) and 1.7 feet/second (1.0 knot). The grid would be a square area of
approximately 1,640 feet per side, for atotal area of
approximately 62 acres. When fully operational, the
offshore site would contain 10 six-acre cages,
anchored into the soft bottom substrate. The
diamond- shaped cages (Exhibit 3) would be
approximately 82 feet in diameter, 42 feet in height
and 75 feet wide in the middle. The cages would be
constructed of synthetic mesh, with a net depth of 50
feet, and would be connected to a steel pipe

Aquaculture Cage framework. Thetotal volume of each cage would be

Ocoon approximately 106,000 cubic feet. The cages would

Exhibit 3: Typical aquaculture cage be placed at approximately 108 feet in depth and
would be secured to the bottom using a four-point

mooring system consisting of four 3,000 pounds, 9 feet wide anchorsand an 8 feet diameter main
central ballast that would rest on the seafloor. The cages will be launched from Y abucoa Harbor
and towed approximately 3.5 milesto the site.

When fully operational, the aguaculture facility would have a production harvest of
approximately 2,200,656 pounds of fish per year. The facility would also result in the production
of approximatdy 550,164 poundsof fish offd annudly.

Onshore Components

The land-based facility would require the lease of approximately 2 acres of Puerto Rico Ports
Authority land along Y abucoa Harbor, adjacent to the Old Union Carbide transshipment structure
and dock (Exhibit 4). The facility would be centered in a 5,000 square feet concrete warehouse
(Appendix A) and aso include:

areas for loading of feed and off-loading of harvested fish,
operations office and parking areas,

afloating dock system 70 feet long,

restoration of an existing 35 feet boat ramp,

hatchery,

I Iy Ny Iy Ny I

installation of seawater intake pipe and outfall pipe, and
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d gated chain-link fence topped with barbed and razor wire.

The hatchery would be operated as a closed-loop holding system known as arecirculating
systems or RAS (recirculating aquaculture systems). Recirculating systems filter and clean water
for recycling back through fish culture tanks. Water contained in the system is circulated from
the tank(s) containing the species, through a series of components that reduce or remove
chemical and biological wastein its gas, liquid and
solid form. The cleaned water is then returned to the
holding tanks. New water is added to the tanks only to
make up for splash out and evaporation and for that
used to flush out waste materials. New water would be
drawn from a two-inch wide saltwater intake pipe
extending approximately 60 feet out from shore. The
influent saltwater requirement for the hatchery would
be less than 1 gallon per minute (gpm). The water
would be cartridge filtered, ozonated, destructed and

P e UV sterilized prior to use within the facility. A 10.16
Exhibit 4: Site of proposed hatchery centimeter (4 inch) outfall pipe would discharge treated
effluent (see Section 6.3, Water Quality).

The four critical processesin arecirculation system are solids removal, nitrification, gas
exchange and disinfection. The nitrification processis required to convert the anmonia
contained in fish waste, which istoxic at low concentrations, into nitrate, whichisfar lesstoxic
even at higher concentrations. Gas exchange is required to strip excess carbon dioxide from the
water and replace oxygen lost through fish respiration and biofilter activity.

The OHAI hatchery system would deploy automatic monitoring and control of water quality
factors such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, oxygen reduction potential, acid/base balance and
conductivity. The hatchery system to be utilized can maintain the aquatic environment within
narrow water chemistry bounds with very low water use (OHAI 2005).

5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Because the proposed project consists of both onshore and offshore facilities, the project areais
composed of two distinct areas. The offshore portion of the project area consists of the 62-acre
proposed project site. The onshore portion of the project area consists of the two-acre parcel of
land under consideration for the hatchery facility and operations office. For the analysis of
certain resources, both the onshore and offshore project areas have been expanded to encompass
the area of potential effect (Table 1).

Environmental Assessment 2007 9
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Table 1: Project Area by resource

Natural Cumulative
Environment Effects

62 acre site plus 1.0 kilometer area centered on cage

Offshore 62 acre proposed site i
location

2 acre proposed site and

adjacent harbor area ¥ abucoa Harbor

Onshore

5.1 Physical Geography., Geology and Soils

Puerto Rico and its satellite islands arelocated in the northeastern Caribbean Searegion. Puerto
Rico isthe easternmost island of the chain of large islands that forms the Greater Antilles.
Puerto Rico is shaped roughly like arectangle (110 milesin length from east to west and 40
miles in length north to south) and forms the western half of the Puerto Rico-Virgin Island
platform. Together with the Lesser Antilles, the islands of the Greater Antilles geographically
separate the Atlantic Ocean and the Caribbean Sea.

Puerto Rico is surrounded by an insular shelf in which the water depth isless than 650 feet. The
insular shelf is narrow, varying in width from lessthan 1.2 miles northwest of theisland to
greater than 15 miles southwest of theisland. A precipitous shelf break borders theisland on
three sides at depths less than 650 feet (USGS 2002).

According to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS 2002), the onshore project areaislocated in the
Alluvid Coastal Plain phys ographic province. Flat-lying coastal plainsand dluvia valleys
compose adiscontinuous belt around much of the periphery of theisland. The coastal planis
especially prominent along part of the south coast where cod escing fan deltas were deposited by
adjacent streams to form a broad, continuous plain (USGS 1996).

The YabucoaValley isabroad, 12 square mile valley incised into the granodiorite of the San
Lorenzo Batholith (igneous intrusive rock). Boulder-to-clay size aluvial fan fanglomerates
dominate the landward margin of the valley, but in the centrd part of the valley these sediments
gradeto alluvid plain deposits of stratified, poorly consolidated sand, silt, and day, with
scattered pebbles and boulders. The thickness of the dluvial depositsis reported to be as much
as 320 feet, but typicdly averages less than 160 feet near the coast (USGS 2005).

Topographic contours within the onshore project area range from 3 feet to 6 feet above mean sea
level. Soilswithin the onshore project area are primarily sandy, but fill material, including
garbage, was found in the area during sampling conducted for the project. The soil in the
onshore project area has been impacted by the cleaning and maintenance of adjacent dirt roads,
mechanized accumulation of sand and fill material and the current refuse dumping in the area

Environmental Assessment 2007 10
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(OHAI 2005).
5.2 Water Resources
5.2.1 Surface Waters

The offshore portion of the project islocated within a 62 square mile area of the Carribean Sea
approximately two miles southeast of Palmas del Mar Marina, Humacao, Puerto Rico. Water
depthsin this area range from 105-115 feet (USGS 2003). The offshore site has a sandy, flat sea
floor bottom with an average, naturally-occurring water current, the Vieques Passage tidal
current, near 0.6 foot/second (0.35 knot) and a maximum current of no more than 1.7
feet/second (1 knot). The current pattern is strongly modulated by the Roosevelt Roads and
Maunabo tides, and is of a semidiurnal nature oriented in approximately the 260 degree to 280
degree mgjor axistrue. Maximum wave heights generally are not expected to exceed 6.5 feet
under normal circumstances (OHAI 2005).

The Y abucoa Harbor, which opens into the Caribbean Sea, borders the onshore project areato
the north. No rivers classified as wild and scenic by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are located
within or near the onshore project area.

5.2.2 Groundwater

The onshore components are located within the East Coast groundwater province of Puerto Rico.
The East Coast groundwater province isindented by several aluvial valleys, including the
Y abucoa Valley, in which the onshore project areaislocated.

The water table lies at or near land surface in the Y abucoa Alluvial Vadley. The contribution to
groundwater from volcanic and plutonic rocks in the mountain and upland areas to aluvia
aquifersisrelatively small compared to the total quantity of groundwater in the valley. Water
levels within the aluvial aquifers vary from 100 feet above mean sealevel near the
bedrock-alluvium contact to near mean sealevel in coastal areas. Although the water table
fluctuates seasonally due to rainfall, pumpage has caused mgor overall declinesin the Y abucoa
basin. Thewater tableis generdly at itslowest elevation during the dry months of March and
April and at its highest elevation in September. In the Y abucoa basin, groundwater in the
alluvial aguifers flows east towards the coast (USGS 1996).

5.3 Water Quality

The offshore components would be located in the Caribbean Sea, approximately 2 miles from the
Puerto Rico coast line. Existing water quality parameters of the offshore project area are shown
in Table 2, where dissolved oxygen ranges for the offshore study area, were within acceptable
ranges for biotarespiratory requirements (EPA 2007) during May 2004 sampling.

Stratified (bottom and surface) water quality sampling, conducted during May 2004, showed low
concentrations of ammonium, nitrates, nitrites, and phosphorous (OHAI 2005). High
concentrations of these nutrients, particularly nitrates and phosphorous, can cause eutrophication
in marine environments.
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Table 2: Water quality of offshore area

Parameter Center* Nw=* SE*
Temperature (C°) 27.0 27.0 27.1
Conductivity (mS/cm) 45.0 45.0 45.0
Salinity (ppt) 34.1 34.2 34.2
Dissolved oxygen 125.8 129.5 116.6
saturation (%)
Dissolved oxygen

7.0 7.2 6.5
(milligrams/liter)
Ch'lorophyll a . 00 00 00
(micrograms/liter)
Depth (meters) 12.7 13.1 14.1
Turbidity (NTU) 2.2 2.0 2.0

* Sampling from center, northwest corner and southeast corner of proposed open-ocean cage site

Water quality in Y abucoaHarbor is currently compromised by heavy siltation and the effects of
industrial activities. Y abucoa Harbor was identified as a category 1 and 2 impaired coastal water
(meeting only some of its designated water quality uses) in the 2002 Puerto Rico Clean Water
Act section 305b Water Quality Inventory and Integrated Report (Puerto Rico Environmental
Quality Board 2003).

54 Wetlands

A wetland investigation conducted for the proposed project found no wetlands present in the
onshore project area (Appendix B). One facultative plant specie (occurring in wetlands or
nonwetlands 34 to 66% of the time), tamarindillo (Leucaena leucocephala), was found in the
project area. The project area has been disturbed for anthropogenic purposes many times.
Although hydric soil indicators, as well as wetland hydrology indicators, were found in two
sampling points, the dominant vegetation, hierba de guinea (Panicum maximum), is not
considered awetland species. Other vegetation at the site is mostly found in upland aress.

Depressions within the project area were created by the mechanized movement of soil and
deposition of fill. These depressions do not show a surface water connection to any regulated
waters of the U.S., though they are relatively close to the Y abucoa Harbor.
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5.5 Floodplains and Coastal Zone Management

The onshore hatchery facility is located within the “specid flood hazard areas subject to
inundation by the 1% annual chance flood” (i.e., 100-year flood) according to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) (FIRM 72000C1815H). Becausethe project areaisin
alow-lying coastal area (Exhibit 5), most of the surrounding region also falls within the 100-year
floodplain.
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Exhibit 5: Floodplain map

The Puerto Rico coastal zone generally extends 0.6 mile inland and 3 miles out to sea; therefore
the proposed action is within the coastal zone and is subject to the consistency requirements of
the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 as enacted through the Puerto Rico Coastal
Management Program. Activities of the program include permitting, development review and
enforcement, natural reserve designation and management, public education, coastal access,
coastal reef management and non-point pollution management.
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5.6 Air Quality and Noise

EPA has set nationa ambient ar quality standards (NAAQS) for six common pol lutants,
commonly referred to as “criteria’ pollutants. They include ozone (O,), particulate matter,
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,) and lead (Pb). An areathat
isin non-attainment does not meet the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard
for criteria pollutants. The project areais currently in attainment for dl criteria pollutants under
NAAQS (EPA 2006).

The Noise Control Act of 1972 declares the policy of the United States to promote an
environment free from noise that jeopardizes health or welfare. Sensitive receptors for unwanted
noise include residential areas and community facilities such as schools, hospitals, and parks.
The nearest sensitive receptor to the onshore project areais aresidential arealocated
approximately 0.6 mile to the west.

5.7 Terrestrial Vegetation

Dominant vegetation in the onshore project area (Table 3) includes non-native upland species,
which rapidly invade areas where existing vegetation has been removed for anthropogenic
purposes.

Table 3: Dominant plant species within the onshore project area

Common Name Scientific Name Stratum Indicator
Tamarindillo Leucaena leucocephala Tree Facultative
Sweet acacia Acacia farnesiana Tree Upland
Guama americano Pithecelobium dulce Tree Upland
Hierba de guinea Panicum maximum Herb Facultative

5.8 Aquatic Resources

Aquatic macroinvertebrates within the offshore project areainclude a variety of polychaetes and
mollusks. Fish sampling conducted by OHAI in the offshore project area during May 2004
found the following fish species: bicolor damselfish (Stegastes partitus); Cargjudo, candil
gatillo, or squirrelfish (Holocentrus adsencionis); harlequin bass (Serranus tigrinus); grey
angelfish (Pomacanthus arcuatus); and snapper (Lutjanus sp.).

The essential fish habitat (EFH) provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (16 USC 1801-1882), as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996
(Public Law 104-267), defines EFH as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” Coral reefs are designated as EFH dueto
their importance in providing essential spawning, nursery, forage, and refuge functions for
federdly managed species, such asjuvenile and adult Nassau grouper and schoolmaster, juvenile
mutton snapper and adult squirrelfish and banded butterfly fish. The offshore project areais
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located approximately 0.6 mile to the southwest of the nearest coral reef. Another coral reef is
located approximately 1 mile to the northeast of the offshore project area.

A visual census was conducted along three 9.7 meter (32 feet) transects at each reef location to
survey the composition and abundance of coral, macroalgae, sponges and fish. The census
revealed that both reefs are similar in the abundance and diversity of these organisms. Both reefs
had a dominance of octocorals with some small colonies of Sleractiniumus corals. A small
percentage (15%) of the reef coverage was composed of turf algae and filamentus algae.
Dictyotaceae was the dominant genus of macroal gae observed and Peyssonnelia was the most
abundant encrusted algae. Sponges represented only a small proportion of the organisms
observed at the two reefs (OHAI 2005).

The onshore project areais bordered by Y abucoaHarbor. The portion of the harbor bordering
the project areais characterized by shallow water with relatively high turbidity. The harbor has
previously been subject to dredging activities. The bottom is rocky, sediments are mainly sand,
with fragments of dead organisms (mollusk shells, corals, etc). An approximately 4 square meter
(43 sguare feet) patch of turtle grass (Thalassia testudinum) and another dispersed 12 square
meter (130 sgquare feet) patch of cord grass (Spartina sp.) were observed during May 2004
sampling for the proposed project. Some dispersed cords were observed, although most were
dying from sedimentation. Small patches of Halimeda, an algal species typical of oligothropic
(low nutrient) waters, were also observed. Macroinvertebrate sampling at the onshore project
areaidentified one mollusk (family Tellinidae) and two polychaetes organisms. Most of the
sample consisted of mud sediment.

5.9 Endangered, Threatened and other Protected Species

Coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) was initiated for threatened, endangered and other protected species
potentially present in the onshore and offshore project area (Appendix C, NMFS 2006). Species
of concern with the potential to be present are shown in Table 4.

Consultations with the NMFS and USFWS indicate that the offshore project areais not located in
critical habitat for any threatened or endangered species. Certain species of seaturtles, including
the Loggerhead (Caretta carretta), Green (Chelonia mydas), Leatherback (Dermochelys
coriacea), Hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricate), Olive Ridley (Lepidochelys olivacea), and
Kemp’s Ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) are known to occur in the waters of Puerto Rico and the
U.S. Virgin Islands. However, Kemp's and Olive Ridleys are rarely observed in this area.
Another transient species that may be present within the areais the Antillean manatee
(Trichechus manatus).

Humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae) are known to occur in deep, offshore waters near
the project area; however, the mog current NOAA cetacean survey (February-March 2001) did
not observe humpback whales within the project area.

Environmental Assessment 2007 15



Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. New Source NPDES Permit Application

Table 4: Species potentially present in project area

Common Name Scientific Name Status

Loggerhead seaturtle Caretta carretta Threatened
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered
Hawksbill seaturtle Eretmochelys imbricate Endangered
Olive Ridley seaturtle Lepidochelys olivacea Threatened
Kemp’'s Ridley sea turtle | Lepidochelys kempii Endangered
Antillean manatee Trichechus manatus Endangered
Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered
Elkhorn coral Acropora palmata Threatened
Staghorn coral Acropora cervicornis Threatened

Two federally threatened cord species, elkhorn coral (4cropora palmata) and staghorn coral
(Acropora cervicornis) may potentialy occur in coral reef areas approximately 0.6 mile
southwest and one mile northeast of the project area. However, these coral species were not
found during May 2004 sampling conducted by OHAI at the two adjacent reef areas.

5.10 Land Use and Aesthetics

The offshore project areais located within the open-ocean. While some vessels do pass through,
the areais not located along major shipping lanes, cruise line routes, or other highly trafficked
large vessel routes. Little fishery activity occursin the area. The vast mgority of diving and reef
fishing activities are confined to the reef shelf, approximately 1.5 miles from the offshore project
area. Most present offshore fishing activity is centered dong the 100-fathom drop-off, along the
southwestern edge of the shelf, approximately one nautical mile southwest of the offshore project
area (OHAI 2005). The offshore project areais not located within a sensitive viewshed.

The onshore project areasits near a small cove where fisherman anchor their “yolas’ (small
boats). The onshore project areais bordered to the north by the Puerto de Y abucoa, to the east by
adirt road, to the south by an asphalt road and to the west by a dike and a vacant parcel of land.
Vacant and active industrial properties arelocated near the project area (Old Union Carbide
transshipment structure and dock and Shell Chemical Yabucoalnc.) The project areais covered
with herbaceous vegetation and has previously been used as a clandestine landfill (OHAI 2006a).
Garbage, old cars, and other refuse have been dumped in the area. The shoreline includes areas
with rip-rap, sheltered areas with solid man-made structures, and fine to medium grained sand
beach. No prime or unique farmlands exist within the onshore project area. The onshore project
areais not located within a sensitive viewshed.
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5.11 Transportation

The onshore project areacan be accessed via Puerto Rico Route 53. The onshore project areais
bordered to the east and south by local access roads.

5.12 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are defined as historic properties and objects and archaeol ogical sites of
national, state and local importance. The identification and evauation of historic architectural
and archeological resources was conducted in accordance with federal and state laws which
protect significant cultural resources. Thoselaws include:

a The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) establishes government policies and procedures
for the preservation of important historic properties. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal
agencies to consider the effects of their actions on historic properties in accordance with the
regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 36 CFR 800.

d The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) requires that the federal government
respect and protect the rights of Indian tribes to the free exercise of their traditional religions.

a The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) requiresthat federal agencies report
any perceived impacts that their projects and programs may have on archeological, historic, and
scientific data, and to recover such data or assist the secretary of the interior in recovering them.

Consultations required by Section 106 of the NHPA wereinitiated with the Puerto Rico State

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to identify known cultural resources and relevant resource

concerns. According to the SHPO (2004) , no cultural resources are located within or adjacent to

the proposed onshore and offshore project components (Appendix C).

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
6.1 Physical Geography, Geology and Soils

The no action alternative would not impact the physical geography or geology of the project area.
The no action alternative could have a slight negative impact on soilsin the onshore project area

because garbage dumping at the site would likely continue in the absence of the proposed project.
Unregulated dumping at the site has the potential to leach contaminates into the soil.

Any impacts due to the proposed action alternative upon the physical geography or geology of
the onshore and offshore project area should be minimal. The proposed action alternative would
have a slight positive impact on soils within the onshore project area because clandestine garbage
dumping at the site would end.

A 6,000 sgquare feet leveled foundation will be constructed at the onshore project area.
However, the development of the operations facility should not result in a significant impact
because soilsin the project area are already disturbed.

6.2 Water Resources

The no action alternative would not impact surface water or groundwater resources.
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The proposed action alternative would not significantly impact surface water or groundwater at
the onshore project area. A freshwater well will be installed a the south side of the property to
supply freshwater needs for the hatchery. Freshwater needs would be lessthan 5 gpm. A two-
inch wide saltwater intake pipe would be installed to supply saltwater needs for the hatchery.
The pipe would extend approximately 60 feet out from shore and be secured to the sea bottom by
concrete anchors and nylon twine. The water would be cartridge filtered, ozonated, destructed
and UV sterilized prior to use within the facility. Saltwater need will be minimal, in the order of
1 gpm, due to the recirculating system (OHAI 2005).

6.3 Water Quality
The no action alternati ve would not impact water quality.

The proposed action alternative has a slight potential to impact water quality in the offshore
project area. The proposed action alternative would create a minor risk of pollution from spills
of fuels, oil, or hydraulic fluids from boats used to deploy anchor and cages, and operae (two
round trips per day) the business, but no greater than other boats that routindy operatein Puerto
Rican waters. OHAI would adhere to Coast Guard regulations for cage towing and deployment
operations. Nutrient discharge from the proposed action alternative would not have a substantial
impact on water quality in the offshore project area. According to the Puerto Rico Water Quality
Board Water Quality Certificate (2006) obtained for the project, discharges from the proposed
action alternative would meet Puerto Rico water quality standards, provided that effluent
limitations and monitoring requirements listed in the certificate are met (Appendix D).

The ocean currents provide rapid mixing and dilution of nutrients. At the Snapperfarm
aguaculture project in Culebra, Puerto Rico, water quality analyses indicate that there were no
statistica differences for ammonig, nitrate, nitrite and phosphate concentrationsin the water or in
the organic matter and organic nitrogen in the sediments, between the cage site and the control
site. Table 5 describes biological loading in the water column that would result from the

Table 5: Biological loading in water column from offshore fish farm

QOrganic Material Input Year1 Year 2 Year 3

Farm Production Harvest (Kg fish per year) 115,163 539,072 1.000,298
Feed Provided per Year (Kg) 266,317 876.815 1,355,857
Equivalent to Average Feed per Day (Kg) 730 2402 3,715
Total Nitrogen Released per Day (Kg) 20 66 102
Total Phosphorus Released per Day (Kg) 4 12 19
Total BOD Released per Day (Kg) 255 841 1,300
Total Suspended Solids per Day (Kg) 182 601 929
Number of Sea Stations In Operation 4 8 10
Ocean Volume Dilution

Volume water of cage lease site 500m x 500m x 34 my M3 8,500,000 8,500,000 8,500,000
Whater Flowing through farm

Water flow (m/day) 12,960 12,960 12,960
Volume water {m3/day) 220.320.000 220,320,000 220,320,000
Poliutant Loading per cage

TN (mg/) 0.00200 0.00329 0.00407
TP (mg/) 0.00036 0.00060 0.00074
Pollutant loading within cage lease area

TN {(mg/mM) 0.000091 0.000300 0.000464
TP {mg/) 0.000017 0.000055 0.000084

EPA Performance Standards for CAAP August 2004, Aquaculture 124:293-305, 1994
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proposed OHAI offshorefish farm facility.

The fish feed used in the proposed action alternative is not anticipated to cause adverse impacts
to water quality in the offshore project area. Feed would be dispensed via feeding tubes anchored
in the upper, central area of the cages so that food can be consumed before escaping through the
bottom. Sensors would be used to gauge feeding response and detect the presence of uneaten
food pellets. If uneaten food pdlets are detected, feeding could be suspended. The equipment to
be used allows feeding to be quickly turned on and off. These steps would greatly reduce the
potential for waste feed.

Excessfish (Table 5 shows projections) feces would not be likely to accumulate below the cages
due to the strong water currentsin the area, which both disperse accumulated particles and scour
the ocean floor. The Vieques Passage tidal current velocity ranges from approximately 0.6
feet/second (0.35 knot) to 1.7 feet/second (1.0 knots). The direction of the current is highly
variable and its pattern is strongly modulated by the Roosevelt Roads and Maunabo tides (OHAI
2005). The speed and variable direction of the current would alow the marine ecosystem to
disperse and assimilate the fish feces.

Sediment monitoring around the cages would be required as a condition of the operating permits
for the facility. Weekly diving surveysto the ocean floor would be conducted (in conjunction
with the regular dive maintenance program) to ground truth the actual feed management plan to
the observed ocean floor results. Changes to feeding strategies and recalibration of the sensor
technology would be implemented to correct for any witnessed accumulated waste feed.

Effluent water from the proposed onshore hatchery would not have a substantial impact on water
quality in the onshore project area. All effluent water from the hatchery would betreated (drum
filtered) before leaving the facility, including atertiary treatment system for nutrient polishing
within the settling area. The effluent would then exit the facility through afour-inch discharge
pipe into the Y abucoa harbor. The process waters to be discharge from the hatchery facilities
would meet or exceed the ClassB Water Quality Criteria, which isthe EPA’ s water qudity
standard for the area.

The discharge pipe would be buried below the beach level at the shordine. The pipe would
reemerge approximately 10 feet from the shoreline and extend approximately 100 feet into the
harbor, following the contour of the bottom

to a depth of 40 feet. The pipe would be Table 6: Biological loading from on-shore hatchery

anch(?red tO thelocean bOttom Table 6 ORGANIC MATERIAL INPUT
describes biological loading in the water Fingerling Feed Provided per vear (Kg) 1,650
column that would result from the onshore  Broodstock Feed Provided per Yeer (Kg) 1,460
Equivalent to Average Feed per Day (Kg) 85
haIChery' Total Nitrogen Released per Day (Kg) 0.23
Processi ng p| ant water from the proposed Total Phosphorus Released per Day (Kg) 0.04
facili Id be discharaed (Table 6 Total BOD Released per Day (Kg) 2.98
acility would be discharged (7able Total Suspendad Solids per Day (Kg) 213

provides calculations) to the Y abucoa
EPA Performance Standards for CAAP August 2004, Aquaculture 124:293-305, 1994
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municipa sewer system. Protein and oil removal technology equipment, compliant with
Pretreatment Standard for Existing Sources, would be used to treat the wastewater prior to its
discharge into publicly owned treatment works.

All sludge generated from the hatchery operation would be stabilized and stored. Solids effluent
(sludge) from the hatchery operation would be consolidated into a common sludge line, and
pumped into a 400-gallon sludge thickening tank (thickening based on gravitation). Stabilization
of the thickened sludge would be done with lime. This treatment would eliminate offensive
odors and the potential for putrefaction. Stabilized sludge would then be stored in a 1000-gallon
sludge storage tank. Once the sludge has been neutralized, it will be disposed of in the Humacao
Landfill consistent with local permits requirements (OHAI 2006b). Effluent treetment water
(approximately 500 gdlons per day) will be 60 micron drum filtered, biofiltered and then ozone
treated before being released into a 0.25 acre settling area. Discharge from the settling areainto a
municipa waste water system will occur dependent upon local and federal statutes.

Solid waste generated at the facility would include fish offal from gutting and fillet processing.
When fully operational, OHAI would produce approximately 551,155 |bs per year of fish offal.
Initially, OHAI would contract with a waste management company to remove the fish offa
waste. In the future, OHAI intends to ensilage the waste onsite and then use it as land-based
agricultural fertilizer or aterrestrid livestock feed component.

The onshore facility bathrooms would not impact water quality in the study area. OHAI would
install Envirolet composting toilets at the hatchery which use evaporation and aerobic microbes
to reduce and recycle waste into dry compost material, using little or no water (Envirolet 2007).

Back-up emergency power for the onshore facility would be supplied by an approximately 100
Kilowatt diesel generator. A 1000-gallon double-walled diesel fuel tank would be installed near
the generator. A roofed spill-proof berm will surround the tank for spill protection. Fuds,
paints, solvents and other hazardous materials would be stored within the diesel tank storage
area. A 500-gallon diesel fuel tank equipped with spill protection will be used to service the
dock area. Employeeswill receivetraining in the use of emergency response spill equipment,
which will be present at the site (OHAI 2006a).

6.4 Wetlands

According to afield wetland identification and determination study conducted by OHAI for the
on-shore components of the project, no wetlands are present (Appendix B). Therefore, neither the
no action alternative nor the proposed action dternative would impact wetlands.

6.5 Floodplains and Coastal Zone Management

The no action alternative would not impact floodplains or resources within the coastal zone.
According to the Puerto Rico Planning Board, the offshore part of the proposed project is
consistent with the coastal zone management plan certification requirements in Puerto Rico
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(Appendix C, PRPB 2004). The onshore portion of the proposed action alternative will be
located along the coastline and within the 100-year floodplain. This part of the project is
awaiting the coastal zone management determination by the Planning Board.

6.6  Air Quality and Noise
The no action alternati ve would not impact noise or air qudity.

The air quality within the proposed action alternative project areaisin attainment for dl National
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Temporary minimal impacts to noise and air quaity may occur
during construction. Truck and other vehicle traffic operating to support the hatchery operations
would increase, (i.e., one 20-feet trailer truck per week, two round boat trips per day, and up to
40 employee vehides over a 24-hour period) thereby dightly increasing noise and emissionsin
the immediate surrounding area (see Section 6.11, Transportation). A back-up generator would
be installed at the onshore hatchery, however it would be used infrequently and housed within a
sound-proof enclosure.

6.7 Terrestrial Vegetation

The no action alternative may continue to negatively impact vegetation in the project area
because poor site conditions (e.i., erosion, invasive species, litter).

The proposed action alternative will result in the clearing of primarily non-native upland
vegetation at the onshore project area. However, al palm trees would be left intact.

6.8 Aquatic Resources

6.8.1 Aquatic Invertebrate Communities
The no action alternative would not impact aquatic invertebrate communities.

The equipment used for the proposed offshore facility will not substantially impact aquatic
invertebrate communities. The anchors used to secure the cages to the ocean floor would result
in only minimal re-suspension of soft sediments. Impacts to biotawill be minimal, and
contained to the immediate footprint of the anchor block. According to OHAI invertebrate
sampling, the offshore project areais not rich in benthic fauna; this would further reduce any
potential impact (OHAI 2005).

Water column and benthic effects simulation modeling was conducted for the proposed project
by Systems Science Applications, Inc. and the University of Southern California, with funding
support from NOAA (Appendix E). The modd was based on existing sub-modds of fish
physiology, hydrodynamics, and benthic effects, and was run with site-specific data. The model
simulated oxygen, nitrogen, phytoplankton, and zooplankton effects as well as benthic carbon
loading, distribution, re-suspension and transport.

Results of the modeling indicated that all measurable effects will be retained in the production
zone. Enhancement of primary production (phytoplankton) is predicted by the model, but at
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levels below measurable detection limits compared to background concentrations. Zooplankton
communities would benefit proportionately but similarly; no change in stock biomass would be
detectable. The oxygen deficit that originates from fish extends 98 feet beyond the cages, as has
been documented a other North American fecilities, including the Snapperfarm project in Puerto
Rico, and projects off the coasts of Maine and Washington states (Parametrix 1990, SAR 1997,
Normandeau Associates and Battelle 2003).

Flow regimes do not favor transport of nutrients from the cages toward aquatic invertebrate
communities at neighboring reefs. Nutrients would be rapidly dispersed and mixed with large
volumes of ocean water flowing through the site. Nutrients would not cause phytoplankton
blooms or reduce light levels or water transparency a the reefs (OHAI 2006a).

6.8.2 Essential Fish Habitat

The no action alternative could have future impacts to essential fish habitat (EFH) and associated
fishery species because it does not support offshore aquaculture as an alternative to destructive
commercia fishing practices, such as bottom trawling. Bottom trawling involves large nets
pulled along the ocean floor, which catch rocks, coral, and fish. Large metal plates drag along
the ground, keeping the net close to the ocean floor and stirring up sediment. Living corals can
be destroyed with a single pass of a bottom trawl, and may take decades to recover (Lazaroff
2003). Offshore aguaculture presents an opportunity to offset some of the growing global
demand for seafood, with fewer impacts to EFH than bottom trawling and other commercial
fishing practices.

According to consultation with the NMFS and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the
proposed action alternative would comply with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act by not impacting EFH or associated fishery species (Appendix C, NMFS 2006
and COE 2006). Open-ocean cage systems have substantially less potential to degrade water
quality/habitat conditions than traditional aquaculture because strong currents flowing into
deeper waters quickly dilute wastes. As part of the project, a detailed water quality monitoring
plan will be implemented to determine whether the cage installation and operation result in
adverse impacts to EFH and fishery species over time. If adverse impacts are detected, Section 7
consultation will need to be reinitiated (4ppendix C, NMFS 2006).

6.8.3 Wild Fish Stocks

The no action alternative could have a negative future impact on wild fish stocks because it does
not support offshore aquaculture as an alternative to destructive commercial fishing practices.
Commercial fishing practices, such as longlining, gillnetting, and bottom trawling, cannot
discriminate between target catch and other animals that are undersized or unmarketable. These
practices are damaging to the population and age distribution of wild fish stocks and their food
sources. Offshore aquaculture presents an opportunity to offset some of the growing global
demand for seafood, with fewer potential impacts to wild fish stocks.

The proposed action alternative is not anticipated to have a genetic impact on wild cobia stocks.
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The SeaStation nets to be used for the project have been tested extensively in other aguaculture
operations (e.g., Cates International, Inc. and Kona Blue Water Farms in Hawaii, Snapperfarm in
Puerto Rico, and the University of New Hampshire demonstration project), and have been found
to be highly resistant to predation (which could result in the escape of cultured fish). In 2005,
Ocean Spar Technologies had 35 SeaStation cages in use worldwide, including 12 in the United
States. Asof 2005, SeaStation nets were used in al of the off shore agquaculture projects
operating in U.S. waters (Barnaby 2006).

Even if significant numbers of cobia did escape, the cultured cobia stocks are within the same
genetic management unit as wild stocks (4ppendix C, NOAA 2006). No phenotypic or other
selection processes would be used to select the cultured cobia Therefore, interbreeding would
not cause a reduction in fitness of resulting progeny or other adverse genetic effects. Further,
catches or sightings of wild cobia are very rare in Puerto Rico waters (Alston et al. 2005).

The proposed action alternative would not have a genetic impact on other wild fish stocks, or
reduce the abundance of wild fish stocks through resource competition. Interbreeding with other
species would not occur due to normal interspecies differences. The establishment of alocal
population solely from escaped fish (that might compete with other fish stocks for resources) is
highly unlikely. Nowhere throughout the world does cobia exist in large numbers (Kaiser and
Holt 2005). In the event that alarge number of cobia escepe, and alocal population is
established, this population would trend toward alower, naturally occurring population size.
Thisis due to the same ecosystem pressures that control naturally-occurring cobia (e.g.,
predation, food availability).

The proposed action alternative has the potential to impact the level of disease in wild fish
stocks. Cultured fish are susceptible to fish disease when grown in poor conditions or handled
improperly. Stressed and dead diseased cultured fish stocks could spread fish-borne aggregation
pathogens to native fish populations. However, aliterature review conducted for this project
found no documented and accepted cases of disease epizootics in wild marine fish being caused
by marine netpen fish culture (Arijo 2005, Brooks 2004 and 2005, Chen 2001, Faulk 2005, Lee
2003, Liao 2004, Liu 2004, Ogawa 1996, Olfasen 2001, Rajan 2003, Seng 1997, Sepulveda
2004, Toranzo 2005, Tung 2000, Waknitz 2003, Wedemeyer 1996).

The literature shows that wild stocks that have been studied generally have much higher rates of
chronic infections and parasite |oads than farmed fish (Kent 1994, Meyers and Winton 1995,
Amos 1998, Deardorf and Kent 1999, McVicar 1997, Amoset al. 2001a, and Amos et al.
2001b). Many authoritiesin the fidd believe that farmed fish are more at risk from contracting
diseases from wild fish than vice versa, at least in the U.S. and other countries where advanced
fish culture and fish health practices are followed and required.

A recent NOAA risk assessment for net pen aguaculture concluded that infection of wild stocks
from net pen fish was alow risk for several reasons (Nash 2003, based on Nash 2001). Specific
diseases and their prevalence in cultured stock in net pensin the U.S. were not shown to be
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different from those in wild fishes of the same genus. Moreover, fish cultured in net pens were
subject to routine inspection for bacterial or viral diseases and permitting jurisdictions usually do
not allow movement of fish from placeto place without formal permit. Fish diseasein U.S.
commercial net pensis currently much less common than before the use of effective, polyvalent
(multiple pathogen) vaccines.

At aguaculture operations in Hawaii and at Snapperfarm in Puerto Rico, only two wild cobia
were ever sighted on a single occasion near the submerged pens (Alston et al. 2005). Although
Puerto Rico iswithin cobia s native range, few wild cobia are ever caught or observed. This
greatly limits the possibility of disease transfer to wild cobia socks.

Studies have shown that overlapping generations of fishes provide a*pool of pathogens’ for
newly placed juveniles susceptible to disease due to age and transport related stress (Leong
1997). Single year segregation would control disease outbreak and spread.

6.8.4 Pharmaceuticals

The use of pharmaceuticals in the aquaculture production process is not anticipated to impact
aguatic resources within the offshore project area or in the vicinity of the onshore hatchery
discharge pipe. OHAI would comply with U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) regulations
regarding the use of pharmaceutical compounds.

Antibiotic persistence in sediments and invertebrates beneath fish farms has been investigated,
but in no cases were judged to be persistent at environmental levels dangerous to humans or
aguatic fauna (e.g., Weston et al. 1994, Sowles 2003, Jacobsen and Berglind 1988). These
authors drew their conclusions for the cold waters of Puget Sound; breakdown rates in the warm
waters of Puerto Rico should greatly expedite degradation.

In 1995, the Center for Veterinary Medicine completed an EA on the use of formalinin al
species of finfish (including species’ eggs). The EA conduded that the use of formalin would
not have asignificant impact on the environment provided the product was used according to
labeling instructions (Western Chemical 2006).

Antibiotic use has plummeted in modern aquaculture. Many fish farmsin North America and
Europe operate for multiple years without using any antibiotics at all (EAO 1997, OATA 2002).
Antibiotic use at the proposed facility would be alast-resort option. Pharmaceuticalsthat could
be used include:

a Romet 30, Terramycin, Aquaflor (antibiotics dispensed in feed)

a Oxytetracydine (antibiotic for experimental marking of otoliths, abone-like sructurefoundin
the inner ear of many fish species that allows scientists to estimate age)

a MS-222 (naturally occurring compound used as anesthetizing agent)
a Chorulon (purified gonadotrophin used to induce/synchroni ze ovulation and spawning)
a Formalin (used to treat eggs and fish for parasites and fungal infections)
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None of these compounds are persistent in the environment or bioaccumulate in the target fish or
other flora and fauna (Weston, et al. 1994, Francis-Floyd 1996). Fltration and bioremediation
planned for the hatchery recirculation system would allow time for the compounds to degrade
into innocuous byproducts (e.g., formalin degrades into carbon dioxide and water).

6.9 Endangered, Threatened and other Protected Species

The no action alternative might continue impacting threatened or endangered species because it
does not support offshore aguaculture as an alternative to destructive commercial fishing
practices. Commercial fishing gear used in longlining, gillnetting and bottom trawling can
ensnare threatened and endangered species, including seaturtle species known to occur in the
waters of Puerto Rico (Lazaroff 2003). Offshore aquaculture presents an opportunity to offset
some of the growing global demand for seafood, without the danger to threatened or endangered
Species.

Based on the results of Section 7 consultation with the NMFS and USFWS, the proposed action
aternativeisnot likely to significantly impact threatened or endangered species (4ppendix C,
NMFS 2006 and USFWS 2005). The onshore and offshore project areas are not located in
criticd habitat for any threatened or endangered species.

Thereisasdlight potential that transient species, including severa species of seaturtle and the
humpback whale, could pass through the offshore project area. However, entanglements with sea
turtles or whales are unlikely because the cage netting would be kept tightly stretched, and there
would be no floats, buoys or loose trailing lines that might entangle seaturtles or whales. To
date, there have been no documented entanglements of sea turtles or whales with this type of

cage in previous studies, including a similar agquaculture project (Snapperfarm) in Culebra,

Puerto Rico (4ppendix C, NMFS 2006).

The nearest coral reefsto the offshore study area are approximately 0.6 mile southwest and one
mile northeast. Environmentd monitoring data from the Snapperfarm demongtration project in
Culebra, Puerto Rico indicated that the benthic effect area from offshore aquaculture extends
approximately one-quarter milefrom the cages. Therefore, although ekhorn coral (Acropora
palmata) and staghorn coral (Acropora cervicornis) could possibly be present at the reefs, they
are unlikely to be adversely impacted. In addition, the prevailing currents in the area do not
move toward the coral reefs, furthering lessening the likelihood of impact (4ppendix C, NMFS
2006).

6.10 Land Use and Aesthetics

The no action alternative or current land use would continue the negative environmental and/or
aesthetic impact in the project area.

The proposed action alternative would convert approximately 2 acres of vacant light industrial
property owned by the Puerto Rico Ports Authority into a fish hatchery and operation base for the
aquaculture facility. The operation base would include loading of feed and off loading of
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harvested fish, an operations office, and vessel dockage.

The proposed action alternative would not significantly impact aesthetics in the onshore or
offshore project areas. Neither project areas are located in sensitive viewsheds. Additionally, the
siteis currently used as aclandegtine landfill, and adjacent industrid uses are part of the aesthetic
setting. The cages associated with the offshore facility will be submerged, and should therefore
have minimal visual impact.

6.11 Transportation

The no action alternative would not impact transportation in the project area.

The proposed action alternative will add one or two trips by 20-foot long trailer trucks per week
to local roads. In addition, the facility will employ approximately 40 employees over a 24-hour
period. A parking lot, sufficient for 28 cars, will be constructed at the onshore project area. Two
boat trips per day would be required to operate the facility (OHAI 2006a).

6.12 Environmental Justice

Consisting with Executive Order 12898 “Federal Actionsto Address Environmental Justicein
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” EPA performs environmental justice
assessments on areas potentially affected by proposed projects. Areas that meet EPA criteria
classifying populations as an Environmental Justice (EJ) area undergo afull EJanaysis. The
focus of this EJ analysis was the residential populations in direct proximity to the onshore
location of the project. The municipalities of Y abucoa and Humacao were chosen as the
Community of Concern (COC) for thisanalysis. The goal of this analysis was to identify
whether the proposed project would create any disproportionate negative impacts to the COC’'s
environmental and human health.

Step 1: Demographic composition of the COC was investigated using geographic information
system (GIS) analysis. The GIS demographic analysis uses the COC and a significant reference
community to compare demographics. Puerto Rico was used as the reference community. The
analysis identified 54.8% of the Y abucoa popul ation as being low-income in comparison to
45.2% for Puerto Rico. The Humacao population had alow-income composition of 46.1% in
comparison to 45.2% for Puerto Rico. Being above the reference community figures, the COC
percentages of low income population triggered EPA’ s criterion and moved the analysisto step 2
(full EJanalysis).

Step 2: Environmental burden of the COC was investigated using GIS analysis. Indicators were
devel oped and used to compare the environmental burden of the COC to that of Puerto Rico.
EPA Region 2 uses the concept of an Environmental Load Profile (ELP). The ELP helpsto
identify COCs that may bear a disproportionate environmental load in comparison to statewide-
derived thresholds. Currently the ELP consists of three indicators: Toxics Release Inventory
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(TRI), Air Emissions, Air Toxics and Facility Density. ELP resultsindicated that the Fecility
Density indicator for both COCs and the Air Toxics indicator for Humacao are above the
thresholds.

Step 3: Next, the contribution of the proposed project to the ELP was considered. This project
would fall into the category of small quantity generator, and small quantity generators are not
included in the cdculation of the Facility Density Indicator. Therefore, the proposed project will
not contribute to the Facility Density Indicator nor will it contribute to the other ELP indicators.

In conclusion, based on the EJ anadyss (Appendix G), and thefact that the proposed project is
designed to operate such that it should not impose further negative environmental or health
impacts to the COCs, the project does not appear to present any disproportionately high and
adverseimpacts to the COCs. For additional information regarding environmental justice, visit
the EPA website at: http://www.epa.gov/region02/¢j/, for additional information on the
methodology and indicators used in the assessment, visit the EPA website:
http://www.epa.gov/region2/ej/poltoc.htm

6.13 Cultural Resources

According to the SHPO, no cultural resources are present (Appendix C, SHPO 2004). Therefore,
the no action alternative and proposed action alternative should not impact cultural resources.

6.14 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

Secondary/indirect impacts are “caused by the action and arelater in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing
effects and other effects relaed to induced changesin the pattern of land use, population density
or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including
ecosystems (40 CFR 1508.8b).”

Cumulative impacts are “impacts on the environment, which result from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7).”

Offshore Study Area

The geographic area used to discuss cumulative effects for the offshore portion of the proposed
project includes the 62-acre site and approximately 0.62 mile (one kilometer) in each direction
surrounding the site. The cumulative effects area was determined based on the System Science
Applications water column and benthic effects simulation modeling.
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No other past, present or foreseeabl e future actions were identified as contributing to cumulative

effects in the offshore study area. NPDES discharges in the region are concentrated in nearshore
areas. The Viegues Passagetidal current generally parallels the shoreline both nearshore and
offshore. Therefore, the discharge from the proposed project and distant NPDES permit holders
are not likely to be combined by ocean currents. None of the current NPDES permit holdersin
the region discharge within or near the cumulative effects area The only other offshore
aquaculture farm on the east coast of Puerto Rico, Snapperfarm, is located approximately 33.5
miles from the proposed project.

A cumulative effects analysis of water quality and aguatic resources for the offshore study area
was conducted in 2006 by OHAI, in conjunction with Systems Science Applications, Inc. and the
University of Southern California, with funding support from NOAA. Water column and benthic
effects simulation modeling was performed in support of the analysis (Appendix E). The no
action dternative will not result in secondary or cumulaive effects to water quality or aguatic
resources at the offshore study area.

The offshore portion of the proposed project would not significantly contribute to acumulative
effect on water quality or aquatic resources. The proposed open-ocean cages would discharge
dissolved nitrogen and organic, particul ate carbon-containing solids. This discharge would be
biologically assimilated into offshore waters. Modeling results predicted that oxygen deficit
effects would be limited to within 98 feet of the cages, and benthic effects would be limited to
within one-quarter mile of the cages.

Onshore Study Area

Y abucoa Bay was selected as the cumul ative effects areafor the land-based portion of the
proposed project because treated effluent water from the land-based facility would be discharged
into the bay. The water quality of the bay is considerably impaired due to the numerous point
source and non-point source discharges (OHAI 2005). In 2001, Shell Chemical Y abucoa Inc.
(SCY) studies documented an extensive turbidity plume discharging from the Guayanes River
into Y abucoa Bay and covering a majority of the bay. Pollutants, sewage, organic matter and
solid waste a so enter the bay from upstream and coastal communities and beach activities along
the coast (SCY 2006a). Numerous point source outfalls exist in the bay, including the City of
Humacao wastewater treatment plant and the SCY Oil Refinery.

Future actions in the Y abucoa Bay area include maintenance dredging in the Y abucoa Harbor.
The harbor was designed to support oil tankers carrying liquid bulk petroleum and petrochemical
products. The harbor contains a 500-to-700-feet wide, 50-feet deep entrance channel, with a
1000-feet diameter turning basin. The Puerto Rico Ports Authority, with technical support from
the COE, plans to maintenance dredge the harbor’ s berthing areas, turning basin, and entrance
channd.

The construction of a sanitary sewer system for the municipality of Y abucoa, financed by the
USDA Rura Development Program, is also planned for the Y dbucoa Bay area. The sewer
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system will serve approximately 260 families and 7 small businesses potentially including OHA
project site (USDA 2006).

The no action alternative will not result in secondary or cumulative effects to water quality or
aguatic resources at the onshore study area.

The onshore portion of the proposed project would not significantly contribute to a cumulative
effect on water quality or aquatic resources. Effluent water from the hatchery would be treated
and then exit the facility through a four-inch discharge pipe into the Y aucoa harbor. The
hatchery would use arecirculating system to minimize the amount of treated effluent water
released into the bay. The discharge would meet or exceed the Class B (EPA s Water Quality
Standards for Coastal Waters of Puerto Rico) Water Quality Criteria Therefore, the small
amount of treated effluent water from the proposed onshore facility is not significant enough to
cause or contribute to an adverse cumulative impact to water quaity or aquatic resources,
including fish and aquatic invertebrates, in the Yabucoa Bay.

AsaNPDES permit condition, SCY conducts benthic sampling and toxicity testing in the interim
mixing zone. Testing results demonstrate that SCY’ s interim mixing zone (extent of the effluent
plume) is located gpproximatey 3280 feet from the mouth of Y abucoa Harbor (SCY 2006a, SCY
2006b, SCY 2006c). Therefore, the effluent from the proposed project’ s discharge pipe (located
inside the harbor gpproximately 100 feet from shore) will not mix with SCY effluent.

7.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

A five-year Environmental Monitoring Plan (EMP) (4ppendix H) will be implemented as a
permit condition to evaluate water quality and biological variables at the offshore project area,
the proposed fallowing area, and the two nearest reefs to the offshore project area. A preliminary
study to provide baseline data was conducted during May 2004. The EMP will include monthly
monitoring of: dissolved oxygen, salinity, water temperature, water transparency, and turbidity.
Levels of chlorophyll-a, nitrite, nitrate, ammonia, and total phosphorous would be monitored on
aquarterly basis. Census and qualitative assessments of coral, sponges, macrodgae and
macroinvertebrates will also be conducted every four months. The sediments composition
directly below the cages will be analyzed every four months to detect absolute and relative
changes, both spatial and tempord, in the presence of benthic macroinvertebrates.

A report summarizing the EMP will be sent to the COE and EPA every four months during the
first year, every six months during the second and third years, and yearly during the fourth and
fifth years of the five-year monitoring period. If during the five years the EMP indicates that the
project is having an adverse impact on the aguatic environment, one or more of the following
mitigation measures will be implemented:

d Incremental reduction of the facility' s standing crop biomass and expected production level
d Deployment of larger mesh sizes for the cages
d Use of vacuum-based instead of jet-spray cleaning net scrubbers
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d Development of the fallowing plan.

OHAI has designated a“fallowing ared’ to be used if the EMP indicates that the project is
causing adverse impacts to the aquatic environment. The fallowing areaisa 4.5 mile long and
0.75 mile wide corridor extending to the northeast of the offshore project area. The fallowing
plan would consist of alternating the cage locations from the project area to the fallowing area to
allow conditions within the project areato recover.

As apermit condition, the COE would require staging the devel opment of the ten proposed
cages. During thefirst year of operations, a cage would be deployed every three months, for a
total of four cages by the end of the first year. The authorization to deploy the remaning six
cages would depend on the results of the EMP. If warranted by the results of the EMP, OHAI
would be authorized to deploy a cage every two months.

To prevent biofouling of the cages, a net cleaning/maintenance program would be implemented.
This program would include nearly daily monitoring/inspection of the cages. The cages would
be cleaned periodically depending on therate of biolfouling. The cages would not be allowed to
exceed levels resulting in less than 75% of the net’ s surface area to be clean and without
organism growth. Utilization of larger cage net mesh size (~75mm mesh opening) will reduce
net fouling and the subsequent total solids released to the marine environment from cleaning the
nets.

OHAI would implement the following prectices in order to mitigate the presence, level, and
transmission of pathological agents and the possible spread to native fish populations (Tucker, et
al. 2004):

a All farmed fishwill be hatchery reared and not fromwild caught sock. Broodstock parents
originate from the Caribbean. Broodstock in hatchery will be rotated to maintain genetic

diversity.

a Initial fingerlings delivered from Aquaculture Center of the Florida Keys will be inspected prior
to sending and again upon arrival. Inspections will be carried out by USDA -certified
veterinarians.

a Hatchery husbandry techniques will include: the use of probiatics, available inoculations,

appropriate stocking densities, sanitation and disease prevention methods, optimal diet (live and
inert feed) and feeding regimes, and possibly integrated mariculture.

a Prior to transfer of fingerlings from the hatchery to the grow out cages, fish will be thoroughly
inspected for any pathological agents to prevent disease transference between the production
stages and possibly to wild fish.

a During grow out, moribund or dead fish will be collected regularly and inspected for signs of

disease.

u Monitoring of broodstock for general health and disease infection will also be conducted to
reduce the possibility of horizontal transmission.

a In the case of adisease outbreak, OHAI will respond quickly to minimize fish loss and notify

EPA and appropriate authorities. Diagnaostic equipment will be available on site, and samples
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will be sent to a qualified veterinarian or fish pathologist 1aboratory for inspection and diagnosis.

Fingerlings will be vaccinated for various microbiological diseases. Alternatively, antibiotics
such as Oxytetracycline (terramycin) and sulfadimethoxine plus ormetoprim (Romet-30) could
be administered though feed, although this would be alast resort.

Sanitary management and handling techniques will include the removal of mortalities, regular
sanitization of all equipment, regular cleaning and maintenance of all cage equipment to increase
ambient water flow, maintain high dissolved oxygen conditions and remove wastes.

If needed, a vacuum would be attached to the net scrubber equipment to minimize impact. The
effluent water and organic solids would be put through a drum filter to extract solids generated
from net cleaning.

OHALI will take the following measures to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate any potentid impacts
to water quality at the onshore study area:

Q
Q
Q

8.0

Envirol et composting toilets will be install ed at the hatchery facility.
A roofed spill-proof berm will surround the diesel fuel tank for spill protection.

Protein and oil removal technology equipment, compliant with Pretreatment Standard for
Existing Sources, will be used to treat processing plant water before disposing the water into the
municipal sewer system.

Effluent water from the hatchery will be treated (drum-filtered), including a tertiary treatment
system for nutrient polishing. The effluent water would meet or exceed EPA’ s Class B Water
Quality Criteria before being discharged into Y abucoa Harbor.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public notices regarding the project were published by the Puerto Rico Planning Board, Puerto
Rico Department of Natural Resources, and Puerto Rico Environmenta Quality Board. A series
of informal and formal meetings were held to discuss the proposed project with local and
territory officials (OHAI 2006b).

8.1 Applicant Coordination

Discussion regarding involvement of local fisherman associations and potential employment
opportunities and nutrient loading concerns; Dr. Walter Padilla, Director Puerto Rico Fisheries,
Puerto Rico Department of Agriculture; January 21, 2004.

Discussion of potential environmental impacts of offshore aguaculture and hatchery

operation and potential employment opportunities for local citizens, Mr. Angel Garcia,
Mayor of Y abucoa; February 25, 2004.

Further discussion on potential environmental impacts and local employment
opportunities; Mr. Angel Garcia, Mayor of Y abucoa; June 8, 2004.

Discussion of potential environmental impacts of offshore aguaculture and hatchery
operations and potential employment opportunities for members of association; Dr. Luis
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Martin, President de la Association de Pescadores en Palmas Del Mar; May 21, 2004.
Further discussion on potential environmental impacts and local employment
opportunities. Mayor Garcia offered to rent municipd property to Ocean Harvest
Aquaculture Inc. for processing operations. Mr. Angel Garcia, Mayor of Y abucoa; July 13,
2004.

Further discussion on potential employment opportunities associated with project.
Additional discussion concerning the availability for leasing of municipal property; Mr.
Angel Garcia, Mayor of Y abucoa; November 12, 2004.

Discussion focusing on development of aguaculture industry in Puerto Rico. Discussed
potential environmental impacts of offshore aquaculture and hatchery operation and
potentid employment opportunities for local citizens; Honorable Luis G. Fortuna, Puerto
Rico Resident Commissioner, Washington D.C.; August 15, 2005.

Discussion focusing on development of aquaculture industry in Puerto Rico. Discussed
potential environmental impacts of offshore aquaculture and hatchery operation and
potential employment opportunities for local citizens; Mr. Eduardo Batia, Director of
Federal Affairsfor Puerto Rico, Washington D.C.; August 15, 2005.
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JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS DETERMINATION STUDY

PARCEL OF LAND OF APPROXIMATELY 2 ACRES AT PORT O
YABUCOA, YABUCOA :

Prepared for:
Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.

Prepared by:
Coll Rivera Environmental

October 2004




fe visit was performed to determine the presence of wetlands
and : -of the United States Army Corps of Engineers within a parcel of
land of approximasely 2 acres at the Port of Yabucoa, Yabucoa, Puerto Rico. Figure 1
shows the location of this parcel Among the purposes of this visit was to:

< Know the location of the study arca,

& Make a visual inspection of the study area,

< ldentify the presence of wetlands, and

% Determine if the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has jurisdiction over

wetlands if they exist within the study area.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The parcel of land where this study was performed is located to the south of the Puerto de
Yabucoa (see Figure 1). It is in front of a small cove where fishermen anchor their
“yolas” (scc Photographic Documentation). The site is bordered to the north by the
Puerto de Yabucoa, to the east by a dirt road, to the south by an asphalted road and to the
west by dike and & parcel of land, which has no actual use.

The study site is completely covered by herbaceous vegeration. According to the Punta
Guayanés Topographic Quadrangle, topographic contours within the site range from 1 10
2 meter ams! (above mean sea level), Earth movements in the past have changed the

topography, promoting the formation of depressions,

The study site is been used as a clandestine landfill. Garbage, refuse old cars and other
types of materials has been dumped within the study limit.

RESULTS

As mentioned in the previous section, the study site is completely covered by vegetation.
Dominant vegetation includes exotic upland species, which rapidly invade areas where
existing vegetation has been recently removed for anthropogenic purposes. Table 1
shows the dominant vegetation within the study limit.

+



Table 1. Dominant plant species within the study imit

Scientific Name Common Name Stratum Indicader
Leucaena lencocephala Tamarindillo Tree Facultative
Acacia farnesiana Tree Upland
Pithecelobium dulce Guama americano Tree Upland
__Panicum maximum Hierba de guinea Herb Facuhative-

The only species associated to wetlands is the Lewcaena leucocephala, which is a
facultative one. This means this species could be found from 33 to 66 percent of the time
in wetlands. However, the most dominant species within the study Timit was Panicum
maximum. The occurrence of L. leucocephala is mostly related to the aggressive and
invasive nature of it. Nevertheless, P. maxinum is a species which could be dominating

the study limit more permanently.

Soils within the study limit are sandy, but filling material, including garbage was found at
the place. This parcel of land has beeo impacted by activities such as cleaning and
maintenance of dirt roads that are to the east, mechanized accumulation of sand and

filling material from other places and the current dumping of garbage.

Hydric soil indicators were found in two sampling points. which exhibit a depressional
landform. These included organic layers and mottles. Soil saturation was the wetland
hydrology indicator present in these two sampling points. However, it is important to
mention that the field visit was performed during 2 rainy period. '

CONCLUSIONS AND RECCOMENDATIONS

The study area has been impacted for anthropogenic purposes many times. Although
hydric soil indicators, as well as wetland hydrology indicators were found in two
sampling points, the dominant vegetation, which is Panicum maximum, is not considered
1o be a wetland species. The rest of the vegetation is mostly found also in upland areas. ‘

The depressions within the study site were created by the mechanized movement of soil
and deposition of filling material. These depressions do not show a hydrological




superficial connection to any U.S. Water, though are relatively close to the Puerto de

Yabucoa. But again, the vegetation criterion to be a jurisdictional wetland is not met.

For these reasons we conclude that the study site does not possess wetlands under the

jurisdiction of the USACE. However, the USACE has the final determination in this
regard,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
ANTILLES OFFICE
400 FERNANDEZ JUNCOS AVENUE
SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO 00901-3299

Artmonor PR 22 A
Antilles Regulatory Section
SAJ-2004-577 {IP-JCM)

Mr. David B. Frasier

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.
# B Surfside, Palmas del Mar
Humacao, Puerto Rice 00781

Dear Mr. Frasier:

Reference is made to the Department of the Army (DA) permit application,
submitted by you through Joint Permit Appiication (JPA) number 536, for the proposed
installation of ten finfish aguaculture “Ocean Spar” cages within waters of the Caribbean
Sea. More specifically, the cages would occupy a 54 acre site located two miles off
shore, at a bearing of 150 degrees, from Palmas del Mar Marina, Humacao, Puerto
Rico. The cages would be diamond shaped, with dimensions of approximately 49 feet
{15 m) tall and 82 feet {25 m) in diameter. Please refer to case number SAJ-2004-577
(IP-JCM), in future correspondence regarding this proposal.

Attached is a list of the letters received in response to the Public Notice issued for
the above referenced application. Copies of the response letters are also enciosed.
The following paragraphs summarize the comments provided in those letters. Please
review and provide a detailed written response to each of the issues raised in these

letters.

The State Historic Preservation Office {SHPQ), by letter dated March 3, 2004,
stated that their records indicate that no historic properties are located within the
project’'s area of potential effects.

The Puerto Rico Ports Authority, by letter dated March 30, 2004, expressed that
since according to the information provided in the Public Notice the proposed works
would be located out of the Port of Yabucoa's entrance range, they have no objections
1o the approval of a permit for this project.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Habitat Conservation Division (NOAA Fisheries HCD), by letter dated April 5,
2004, recommended that no permit be issued for the project, until information necessary
to ensure that the project would not adversely affect the conservation of Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) and associated fish resources is provided and evaluated. In this regard,
NOAA Fisheries HCD recommended that, since the general project location (Punta
Guayanés) is surrounded by coral reefs, a benthic survey of the project area should be




conducted to determine whether the installation of the cages would have direct impacts
on EFH and develop project designs to avoid or minimize these impacts. According to
NOAA Fisheries HCD, studies should also be conducted to determine whether the
introduction of high nutrient loads, in the form of food, to the project area would have an
impact on neighboring coral communities, such as nutrient loading and increased
turbidity, followed by decreases in light penetration. NOAA Fisheries HCD also
indicated that detailed information should be provided regarding the fingerting hatchery
that would supply the proposed project, including the source of the fish stock, the
iocation, and the proposed project design and operation, to determine its impacts on the
habitat of native fish populations. NOAA Fisheries HCD stated that existing fish
population data indicates that the fish species proposed for culture (Cobia and Florida
pompano) are uncommon to rare in the Caribbean; thus, an evaluation of the
abundance of these species in Puerlo Rico must be conducted and provided to
determine the potential impacts to loca! reef and fish populations in the project area due
to accidental escapes from the cages. In addition, NOAA Fisheries HCD recommended
that details regarding the processing of harvest from the cages should be provided. In
particular, the means of transport and disposal of fish waste, and the location and
design of the processing operations should be detailed to ensure that the proposed
project would not contribute to the cumulative impacts of nutrient discharges on the

marine environment.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), by electronic mail dated April 9, 2004,
requested information on the expected annual aquatic animal production (in pounds per
year) by the proposed project. EPA indicated that if the expected production volume is
greater than 100,000 pounds per year, the applicant would need to obtain a permit
under the National Pollutant Discharge Efimination System (NPDES) program.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), by letter dated April 14, 2004,
recommended that a permit for this project should be issued until several concerns are
adequately addressed. FWS is concerned that although the project proposed cages
would be located over sandy hottom, they would be close to several coral reef
communities. Thus, the impacts to nearby coral reefs from the high nutrient loads that
can be generated from the cages needs to be evaluated. FWS recommended that a
year round current study should be conducted to determine whether there are seasonal
shifts in near shore currents that would transport excess nutrients to the nearby coral
colonies. FWS is also concerned by the fact that neither of the fish species (Cobia and
Florida pompano) that would populate the cages i3 commeon in the Caribbean. FWS
also recommendead that the location and details of the hatchery and harvest processing
tacilities should be provided. Since they are all dependant on each other, any polential
impacts of these facilities and the proposed cages on coastal habitats or wetlands
should be evaluated as part of a single and entire project. Finally, FWS stated that they




concur, with the determination made by the Corps in the project’s public notice, that the
project is not likely to adversely affect threatened or endangered species.

The National Marine Fisheries Service, Protected Rescurces Division (NOAA
Fisheries PRD), by letter dated April 15, 2004, concluded that in order for them to
determine whether the proposed action may affect any listed species under their
purview, they require submittal of the following informatior.. a} duration and time
period/season of construction, along with the equipment and the methodology that
would be used; b) project measures to minimize potential adverse effects to listed
species; ¢) evaluation whether any anticipated adverse impacts to NOAA Fisheries
listed species are expected, and discussion of why impacts are expected or not; d)
evaluation of potential interactions and/or adverse effect of the proposed project with
marine mammals and turtles, such as direct/indirect effects ¢ protected species-critical
habitat, construction standards to minimize entanglements, use of deterrent technology,

and water quality concemns.

After reviewing the responses stated above, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
{Corps) agrees with the resource agencies comments. A rebuttal on the above
information must be provided for us to complete our regulatory review of the proposed
project. Any other information you feel may be helpful in order to fully justify the
proposal should also be submitted at this time.

Pursuant to 33 CFR Part 320.4, the Corps must evaluate the project to ensure that
it would not be contrary to the public interest. We are concerned about the potential
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project on the aquatic resources. in that
regard, please provide the following information:

a. Perform and provide a benthic survey of the communities present at the
proposed project site and down-drift to the site. Be aware that the drift changes
according to the ebb and flow of the lides over the insular shelf.

b. Provide a report showing the different current patterns in the area, including
seasonal changes to have an idea of possible reach of nutrient loads, if any.

¢. Provide a site alternative analysis showing your rationale o choose the
proposed project location. You shall include information regarding seasonal currents
flow that could transport nutrients to nearby benthic communities,

d. List measures taken to avoid and minimize impacts of the proposed structures
o benthic communities. This may include changes in the spacing of the cages, in the
location of the cages, or reduction of number of cages to be installed.




e. Provide an evaluation of the abundance, distribution and habitat preference in
Puerto Rico of the fish species proposed for culture, and discuss the potential impacts
to local reef and fish populations due to accidental escapes from the cages.

f. Provide information regarding the amount of food necessary to sustain the
proposed fish cullure. The information should enable us to determine if the input of
nutrients would affect nearby benthic communities. Describe any measures to be
implemented to control eutrophication of the surrounding waters. Please note that EPA
rules certain feeding methods through the NPDES permit process pursuant to 40 CFR
122.25. Please indicate if you have submitted an application to EPA in that regard? If
so, indicate what is the status of your application?

g. Provide information regarding the expected annual yiefd {in pounds of fish per
year) of the proposed project. EPA has indicated that if the expected production volume
is greater than 100,000 pounds of fish per year, you would need to obtain a permit
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Please
indicate if you have submitted an application to EPA in that regard? f so, indicate what

is the status of your application?

h. Provide more specific information regarding the proposed harvest processing.
Specify the proposed location for the processing facilities, Describe the processing of
the harvest, including final destination. Describe the shore support facilities necessary
for the process. Describe method of disposal of any remnants of the processing.
Describe potential impacts to the marine environment that could result from the process.

i. Provide information regarding potential impacts to water quality, including
increase in concentrations of nutrients or other pollutants, as result of the proposed
project. Specify the measures that would be implemented to minimize such impacts.

j. Provide a long-term monitoring plan for benthic habitat and water quality. The
monitoring period should be at least 5 years. The plan should include regular water
guality sampling between the project site and nearby reefs. [t should aiso inciude
characterization of the soft substrate biota in the vicinity of the project and some
permanent sampling stations on the nearby reef. The permanent sampling stations
should provide data to evaluate and compare the development of hard corals vs.

sponges vs. fleshy algal growth.

k. Review the guidelines attached to the NOAA Fisheries, Protected Resources
Division letter, "“Recommendations for the Content of Biclogical Assessments and
Biological Evaluations”, Provide information to respond to items 2-6.




i. Provide information regarding impacts of the proposed project to the focal and
regional econoimy. Estimate potential beneficial or detrimental effects to local
fishermen, and the commercial fishery activity,

m. Please describe which measures would be established to avoid any substantial
impairment of navigational and anchorage interests. Please indicate which measures
would be established to prevent inlerference with the generat public's right of use of
navigable waters of the U.S. Describe measures that would be implemented 10 ensure
that the proposed ¢ages would not result in a hazard to navigation, at all times.

n. Explain who would be responsible in case that the installed structures cause an
accident, or damages 1o others. You nesd to demonstrate that you have the financiai
capability 1o assume damages caused by the structures. Do you have insurancé for the

proposad work?

0. Please expiain the contingency measures that would be implemented in case of
hurricanes.

p, Describe the proposed project in the context of food production. Would the
product supply the fish local demand? Wouid it be exported? Pleass compare these

two proportionally.

q. We need to know if the proposed structures would be temporary or permanent.
Specify for how long the cages would be in operation. Explain what you propose to do
with the cages once they need replacement or once the operation ceases.

r. Provide information regarding the maintenance work that the structures would
need to remain operational.

s. Please provide a brief discussion of the following:
{1} The relative extent of the public and privaie need for the proposed work.

{2) The practicability of using reascnable alternative locations and methods to
accomplish the objective of the proposed work,

{(3) The axtent and permanence of the beneficial and/or detrimental eifects
which the proposed work is likely to have on the public and private uses to
which the area is suiled.




You are reminded that two necessary prerequisites to the issuance of a Department
of the Army permit for your project are the issuance Water Quality Certification by the
Environmental Quality Board and; a Certification of Consistency with the Puerto Rico
Coastal Zone Management Plan by the Puerto Rico Planning Beard. Therefore, keep
this office informed of the status of your applications for these certifications.

A rebuttal on the above information must be provided for us to complete our
regulatory review of the proposed project. Any other information you feel may be
helpful in order to fuily justify the proposal should also be submitled at this time.

Your application will be held in abeyance for 30 days pending receipt of your
response to this letter. If within the next 30 days from the date of this letter we have not
received a written communication from you, we will take final action on your Department
of the Army permit application. Final action could include deactivation of your permit
application. Shoutd the file be withdrawn it will be retained for a period of one year.

You are cautioned that any work performed below the mean high waterline or
ordinary high waterline in waters of the United States, or the discharge of dredged or fill
material into adjacent wetlands, without a Department of the Army permit could be
subject to enforcement action. Receipt of a permit or endorsement from other agency
does not obviate the requirement for obtaining a Depaiment of the Army permit for the
work described above prior to commencing work.

I you have any questions or comments regarding this case, you may contact Mr,
José A. Cedefo-Maldonado, at telephones 729-6905/6944 ext. 3063, or at the

letterhead address,
Sincerely,
=
ze Ao

José E. Rosaric-Fabregas
Chief, Antifles Regulatory Section

Enclosuras
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Commaents received on Public Notice dated March 5, 2004
Pearmit Application Number SAJ-2004-577 (IP-JCM)

. State Historic Presarvation Oifice (SHPO} letter dated March 3, 2004
. Pueric Rico Ports Authorfly letter dated March 30, 2004

. The National Oteanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisharies
Service, Habitat Conservation Division (NOAA Fisheries HCD) letter dated April 5,

2004
. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} slectronic mall dated Aprit 8, 2004
. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) letter dated April 14, 2004

. The National Qceanic and Atmospheric Adminisiration, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Protected Resources Division (NOAA Fisheries PRD) letter dated April 15,

2004




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JAGKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
ANTILLES OFFICE
400 FERNANDEZ JUNCGS AVENUE
SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICD 00901-3299

HEPLY 1O
ATTENTION OF

Antilles Regulatory Section
SAJ-2004-577 (IP-JCM)

NV -1

Mr. David B. Frasier

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.
# 8 Surfside, Palmas dei Mar
Humacao, Puerto Rico 00791

Dear Mr. Frasier:

Reference is made to your Department of the Army (DA) permit application,
regarding Ocean Harvest Aquacuiture, Inc. proposed facilities. This proposal includes
the installation of ten finfish aquacuiture “Ocean Spar’ cages within waters of the
Caribbean Sea. More specifically, the cages would occupy a 54-acre site located two
miles off shore, at a bearing of 150 degrees, from Palmas del Mar Marina, Humacao,
Puerto Rico. Please refer to case number SAJ-2004-577 (IP-JCM), in future

correspondence regarding this proposal.

We acknowledge receipt of your submittals titled Support Information to
Environmental and Socio-Economic Evaluation |, and Jurisdictional Wetlands
Determination Study regarding the subject proposal. Said documents were respectively
received in our office on QOctober 6, 2004 and Oclober 14, 2004. We also acknowledge
receipt of your October 21, 2004 fax transmittal of the Certification of Consistency with
the Puerto Rico Coastal Zone Management Program (PRCZMP), which was issued by
the Puerio Rico Planning Board (PRPB). on September 30, 2004 for the installation of
the aforementioned aguaculture cages. In addition, we acknowledge receipt of three e-
mails submitied by you on October 28, 2004, providing clarification of the information
submitted on October 14, 2004, copy of the first Marine Currents Study for the proposed
project cages site, and a revised location map for the proposed project cages site and
fallowing area. The above-referenced documents were submitted in response to our
September 17, 2004 request for additional information regarding your proposal.

We would like to note that in these submittals you described additional project
components, not included in your original DA parmit application. Therefore, these
components were not included in the Public Notice issued by the Corps for the project.
Said project components are related to the proposed construction of Fish Hatchery
facilities within the Port of Yabucoa. As part of the Fish Hatchery facilities you propose
to install a 60' x 12’ floating dock, restore an existing 35’ wide boat ramp, and install a
seawater intake pipe and an outfall pipe within navigable waters of the Yabucoa Pont,
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The secawater intake pipe would consist of a 2" HDPE pipe, extending approximately 60’
out from the shore, which wouid be secured fo the sea bottom by cement anchors and
nylon twine. This intake pipe would draw seawater into the hatchery facilities. The
outfall pipe would consist of a 47 PVC pipe, extending approximately 100" into the
harbor, This outfail pipe would discharge process waters from the hatchery facilities.
An approximate 20’ section of this pipe would be buried within a 12" wide trench 1o be
axcavated within navigable waters below the high tide line. The remaining section of
the outfall pipe would be attached to the surface of the marine bottom with cement

anchors,

As required by our regulatory procedures for the evaluation of permit applications,
we are coordinating the information provided in your submittals with the federal
resources management agencies (i.e. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA Fisheries and
the State Historic Preservation Office), 1o update the project information available to
them, and resolve their outstanding concerns, recommendations and objections
regarding your proposal. Said coordination must be adequately completed prior to
issuing a permit. The Corps will keep you informed about the results of such

coordination.

On the other hand, please be advised that the PRCZMP, which was issued for your
project does not consider the components associated to the proposed Fish Hatchery
facilities. In order for the Corps to issue a permit, those components would also have to
be included in the PRCZMP Certification of Consistency and the Waler Quality
Certificate (WQC) for the project. Therefore, you must inform the PRPB and the Puerio
Rico Environmental Quality Board about these additional project components, so they
can conduct their corresponding evaluations pertaining to the required PRCZMP
Certification of Consistency and WQC.

You are cautioned that any work performed below the mean high waterline or
ordinary high watedine in waters of the United States, or the discharge of dredged or fill
material into adjacent wetlands, without a Department of the Army permit could be
subject to enforcement action. Receipt of a permit or endorsement from other agency
does not obviate the requirement for obtaining a Department of the Army permit for the
work described above prior to commencing work.
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If you have any guestions or comments regarding this case, you may contact Mr.
. José A. Cedefio-Maldonado, at telephones 729-6905/6944 ext. 3063, or at the
letterhead address.

Sincerely,

100

arie’z. Burns
hief, Enforcement and
Special Projects Branch

fio-Maldonado/CESAJ-BS-RD/jcm
erena/CESAJ-DS-RD

bce:

JPA # 536

DNER (Mr. Celso Rossy)
EQB (Ms. Wanda Garcia)
PRPB (Ms. Rose Ortiz)
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March 30, 2004

Mr. José A. Cedefio Maldonado
- Antilles Reguiatory Section
U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
400 Ferndndez Juncos Avenue
San Juan, PR 00901-3289

Permit Application No. SAJ-2004-577 (IP-JCM)

Dear Mr. Cedefio:

We refer to the Public Notice dated March 5, 2004 regardmg the
above permit application.

We have no objections to the approval of this poermit. Accordingty
with the information provided in the Notice, the works proposed will
be iocated out of the Port of Yabucoa's Entrance Range.

Sincerely,

L83/COB/aIe

Pugro Rico Pods Authonty, PO, Box 352828, San Juan, PR DOS36-2428
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Appendix & - Letters of Coordination Efforts with Puerto Rico Planning Board

2~M Commonntalii oF Puearo Rico Mingias Govennsent DEN
OFFCE OF THE GU\:‘ERNOH De [Meco Ave., Sror 22, Smmm a3
m’ PrLaunme Bossp PO Box 4119, SareJusn, Fuente Rice 000240-1118

Septembey 40, 2004

Mr. David B, Frazier

Ocean Hasvest Aguacalbare, D,
# B Surfside Strent

Palmas del Mar

Humacao, Fuerto Rico 00791

Fedderai Consistency Detes mination
CH-zo04-0154-061, (JPA-516)
USALE No: SAJ-zo0s-577 IF-I0M
Oeean Aguaculture

Candelero Abajo Ward, Humacao

Laear Me, Frazier:

This is in response 1o your applicntion for Certification of Consisteney with the Prerto
Rico Coastal Zone Management Program (PRCZMP) in order to obtain a U8, Army
Corvos of Enginesrs Perhint tor the dnstallation of tep (10} fufish mpocultare "Ouwan
Spur” cages within waters of the Caribbean Sea over sandy bottmr, The fages wonld
oeenpy an area of 50 agres. Ocean Harvest will concentrate on potential endemiv food
fishy, bzt the primary fodus will be on the Florida pompano { Trachinotus carefinus} and
cubia { Ruchyeontron earadant).

The proposed project would be loested two {28 miles offshore, at 2 heaving of 1o
degrees, from Palimas del Mar Marina, Humaco, Puerto Rico.

The coview poriod of e Cortifiastion hegan on March 18, 2004, The application and
accotpanving docurments were seut to the Fish & wildlite Service (WW3}, the National
Marine Fishe Servicgs (NMTS), the Environments! Guality Board (EQR), the State
Historic Pressyeation Offioe {(SHPO), Underwater Archaeciogy Council (UAC), and the
Muaicipality of Humacao, Public notiess were also issued.

Commenits were feeeiyed from all the consalted agencies. & sumuimary of the reesived
comments tollows:

< LIOR stated that the project applicent, presented compliance with 4 () Avtele,
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Page 2

Federsl Coasistency Betermination
CH-2ao3-0iL- 06

&

e
o

‘:’
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NMFS prasent some concerns fo the project at veference, They commented that
the proposed action conld have direct and indivect adverse impacts to Essential
Fish Fabitat (BFH) and associated fishery resources. Specifically, the srea where
the proposed cages will be loeated is ¢Tose to coral reef habitat and the inpat of
subrieats to waters o the area could Jend to nutrlent Toading and jnereasss in
Turbidity and suspended sediments in areas contaiming coral, which are
extremely sensitive to nutrient concentrations and light peneiration. They
provided EFH conservation recommendations for the peaject n ovder to enswre
the protection of fshery resources.

Based in their review of fish population data by University of Puerto Rico
researchens and othor sclenfists and information from the DNER, both species,
the Flordds pompano {Trechbwsus cerclinus) sud cobla (Rachyceniron
eonadun) 4re rare in the Caribbean. Accidental sscapes of species that ave not
common in the Carthhean waters could affect ooowrring fish populations in the
project wren.

It additien recommends that a permit for the proposed praject not be issued
until the applicant has addressed the converns of the agenclos regarding potential
adverse impacts of the projects On Marioe roscurees,

FWS stated that the project is cloge to severnt coval reels zommunities
Fvpluation of fnpacks is necessary on nearby coral vects from high nutrient louds
which con be generaled from this confined feeding of raged fish. Reverve
currents, and other shifts 3 coastal water movement can transpott ewonss
nutrients into coralline areas which can prove detrimental, Exeess nutrients can
cause aigae blooms that can adversely impact coral reefs and smother the oorul
codonies. They recommended that = CZM certificate for this project not be issuod
vt the agency coneerns are address, They submit some recommendations. {see
enelosure)

SHPO stated that their recovds mdieate that ne histesdic properties wre Iocated
within the project’s area of potential effects.

LIAC informed thet the profect i8 Toeared In s high arehneslogical sonsitivity ares;
they request tnderivater srcheslogical studies Lavel 1A-18.

Prrsuant o e Federsl Consistency Precedure and submitted tnformation, the Puerte
Rico Plapwing Board has determined that the installation of tep finfish Ocean Spars

EAges

within waters of the Caribbean Sea is consistent with the Poerto Rico

Coastal Zane Managemani Progeam.
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Page 3
Federal Consi Peternvination
Cé-zoog-0114-a%1

Weverthelpss, the Paerto Ries Planting Board recormends the following

4 Mr. Fraziev shall eoordinate with the Underwater Archaeclogy Council, Fish
and Witdlife Services anet National Marine Fisheries Services to osplose and
soek alternntives that allow for the best use and gonservation of the natum]
angd fisherdey resources,

The PRPE is in the bost disposition o covperate in this effort, This final determination
toes not exempt the project to comply with any other procedure or permits of other
State and Federal sgeacies. If you have any question concerning this matter does net
hesitate to contact Mrs, Marvguel Fuentes at telephone 723-6200, extension 3067,

Cordially,

P
e
g Lot gg At ad o P
Angel Iy Bodngtez
(/Ek(airm:\.n
Enclosure

o M. Pldosr Hout, OCRM, Marylamd
My dosd Rosaeko, FOE, San Juan
Mr. Brpeste Dizz, PROUMOD, DNER, San Jnap
Mr. Celeo Rossy, DNER, San Joan
Mrs. Wanda Garels, EQR, Ban Juan
e, Liswrmaric Carrubba, NMFES, Cabe Rojo

NAR/MML/MFL ST
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
Boqueron Field Office
Carr. 301, KM 5.1, Bo. Corozo
P.O. Box 491 =

e A 4

M. Sindulfo Castillo

Chief. Regulatory Section

US Army Corps of Engineers

400 Fernandez Juncos Ave,

San Juan. Puerto Rico 00901 - 3211

Re: SAJ-2004-577 (IP-JCM). Ocean Harvest
Agquaculture, Humacao

Dear Mr. Castillo:

The Service has received additional information regarding this project from the applicant.
Qur comments are issued in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act {48
Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq. as amended). We have assigned FWS tracking # 69-091-05-0192 1o this
action, please refer 1o it in future correspondence.

The Service has previously commented on this project on several occasions. based on the
information provided by the applicant we have the following comments and
recommendations:

1) The confusion as to the exact location of the proposed cages has been resolved. The
proposed location should be distant enough (1 km or more from the closest reef) from
any coastal marine ecosystems to avoid direct impacts.

2} Our concern with possible impacts to special aquatic sites has brought ahout the
applicant’s proposal of a “fallowing area™. This corridor is 4.5 mile long and % of a mile
wide. It is a deep water channel between two shallower reef or hard ground areas. This
area is maore protected but is also in closer proximity to reefs. We recommend that this
area be climinated and that a fallowing area. if needed, be located to the southeast of the
present cage locations, in a direction further away from reef areas.

3) Project plans call for the placement of 10 cages for open waer erow out. We
recommend that the cages be placed in a phase approach with the first 5 cages bei mg
piaced and monitored for a two year period prior o the installation of the additi un.ll
cages. This will allow time to monitor the impacts of a fower number of cages and allow
to progressively track impacts as more cages are instaljed,

17



43 With a phased cage placemnent the moniloring plan may have fe be inereased 10 7
years, depending on the results of the data. Based on the recent results presented in the
maenitoring of the cages currently placed in Culebra we have the following additions to
any future monitoring plaas for this type of stractures or activities.

#} Sediment traps should be placed in a pattern underneath and away from each cage
13 assess the amount. type and quality of sediments being released from the cages.

b} In addition to standard monttoring eriteria, the applicant should consider
monitering for any additives, trace melals etc, which are part of the fish meal or
other treatment to the fish.

¢} Net fouling by marine organisms seems to be a chronic problem for the Culebra
nets. During net cleaning operations it is expected that water quality will
diminish due to suspended particulate material. Some monitoring of water guality
should be carried out during net cleaning operativns to document the temporary
impacts,

dy In addition to fixed monitoring stations, several mobile stations should be added.
The tocation of the mobile stations would be determined depending an the
direction of the prevailing current at the time of monitoring. Also one monitoring
point should be jocated inside each cage to compare water quality in the cage vs
water quality outside of the cage.

Since the outstanding issues and concerns previously presented by the Service have been
adequately addressed. we do not object to the issuance of g permit for this action,

Once a permit 15 isseed for this action we would like a copy of the permil instrument with
all special conditions, monitoring plan and requirements. In addition. we request that the
permitee send copies of the monttoring plans divectly to our office.

Thank you for the opporhmity to comment on this preject, if you have any questions
please contact Felix Lonez of my staff at 787 8517207 x 226,

Sincerely yours,

Edwin £. Mufiiz
Field Supervisor

fhl
ce:
EPA, San Juan
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EPA. New York

NMFS. Lajas

EQB, San Juan

PRPB, San fuan (CZ-2004-0114-061) (JPA-536)
Craig Lilyestrom, DNER. San Juan
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE ¢
; Mations! Qeetnic andd Atmospherit Administrati
MATIGNAL MARRNE FISHERIES SEAVICE Yy
i Southesst Regional Office

263 13% Avenue South

8¢, Petershurg, FL 33701

{727) 824-5312, FAX $24-530¢

hitpifsero nefs noa_gov

5 7 26 F/SER3Z: ICL

M. Sindnifs Castille

Chief, Antilles Regulatory Section
U.S. Ay Corps of Engineers
460 Fernandez Juncos Avenue
Sam Juan, PR O0901-3299

Digar Mr. Castifion

This responds to the 11.8. Army Corps of Engineers” (COE), Jacksonville District, Antilles Office, request
for consultation with the National Marme Fisheries Service (NMF5) pursuant to the Endengered Species
Agt of 1973 {(ESA), on the Ocean Harvest, Tnv. aquacultore project (SAJ-2004-577). Your request was )
made by letter on November 4, 2004, and sdditional information on the proposed project wes provided by s
varions sorespondence, e-roails, and nuineraus phone cofreprsations, Consultation was initiated on )
Outober 31, 2003, once your water qualify monitocing plan was finalized mnd received by the NMF3 E
Hahitat Comservation Division and Protected Species Division (PRD). The NMFS’ PRD has reviewed {
the foflowing documents: Environmentad sad Sovic-Eoopomic Evalsation I, Ocean Harvest Aquacuiture,
Ine.; Support information to Environmenta! and Sucio-Ecogomit Evaluation IF Ocean Harvest: "
Aguacultare, Inc.; and the revised Ocsan Harvest Aquaculture tocation map for the propdsdd sege
Incation, with respect to potential nffects on ESA-listed wpocies anid dosignated critical habitat under the
purview of NMFS. - You concluded that fhe-project may affeet, bt is not likely to adversely affect

hreatened or endangered species under NMES' purview, speeifically the humphock whale (Megapiera
mevasanglioe), she green turile (Chelonia mydas), the leatherback nartle (Darmochelys corineed), apd the
hawkshill iurfle (Fretmochelys imbricata), o their critical habitet, and requested our concuzence with
vonr determination.

i

e e

Phase [ of the proposed zction will consist of tha construction of 2 fish hatchery facihity located at 4 2racre
sife in the Fort of Yabucos, on the south souest of Puerto Rico. The Jand-based fcitity will include
offices, patking aress, storge areas, a production ares, a 60 ft x 12 & foating dock, restoration of an
existing 35 & wide boat ramp, and the installation of a seawater infake and outfall pipe. The seawater
intake pipe weould consist of a 2-inch Migh-Jensity poiyethylene pressure pipe, extending approximately
&0 ft info the water along the sea bottom. The cutfsll pipe would consist of a 4-inch polyvinyl chloride
pipe, sxtending approximately 109 ft into the harbor, which would dischacge procossed waters from the
hatchery facilities. Phase T of the proposed sction will consist of the deployment and mooring of ten
3000 m? submerged cages. (Sea Station 30007 for the grow-out of cobia (Rachycentron eanadum) and
Caribhezn spiny lobster {(Pamadirus argus) to & commercial seale. To address NMFS Habitat
Comservation Division's concerns, you indicate in your leuer of Ooiobier 312005, that spart o the
action, a detailed water quality monitoring plan will-be implomented during cage diployment and
operation in order to-determine whether the cage-instaliation and operation rosnlts i advére ampacts to
Tssentinl-Fish Habitat {EFH} and associated fishery speaiey, - 70 77 =117 it e R 0T

A

Eh
)
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The proposed site Iocution for cage deployment is two miles southeast, at 8 bearing of 150 degrees, from
Palmas del Mar Marina, Humacao. Puerto Rico, between the mmmicipalities of Humacae and Yebucoa.
The site arca is appraximately 54 acres or 250,000 m?, Each cage will be located in 4-acre tracts equally
spaced two abreast and five deep un 2 500-m x 50C-m area. The cages wisl be 25-m diameter diamond
shaped, spproximately 42 f in height and 75 f wide at the middle, constructed of 2 synthetic mesh, witha
net depth of 15 m, and will be connected to a steel pipe Gamework, The total volume of each cage will be
approximately 3,000 m*. The cages will be placed at a depth of approximately 108 ft (35 m) and wil be
gacured 1o the bottom uxing a four-poinf mooring systeme censisting of four 3,600-b (9 ft wide) anchors
and 2o § £ dismeter main central ballast that would rest on the sez floor. Bach net wall be submnerged 48
ft from the surface, out of the high-energy zon in order [o reduce the risk of harm 1w the caps or o the
fish in the event of large ocean swells generated from stormy conditions,

Listed spevies under the parview of NMES protected by the ESA and which are considersd under this
ESA section 7 consultation include the loggerhead (Corerfa carevia), green {Chelonia prydas}, leatharback
(Dermochelys coriacen), hawksbill (Fremmochelys imbricatn), olive ridley (Lepidochelys olivacea), and
Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempti) sca turtles. These sea turtle species are known 16 occur in the
waters of Paerto Rico and the 1.8, Virgin Islands and may ocowr In the action ares; however, Kemp's and
slive ridieys are yarely there. ESA-iisted whules sre Imown to vconr In deep, offshore walsrs noar the
action aren; however, the most current NOAA oetacean survey (February-March 2001) did not obsarve
any humpback whales within the action area, We have analyzed the proposed action and believe the only
voutes of potential effects to sea tivties and whales are from: direct impscts from entanglement @ the cage
structures anilfor muoring sysicins, and ndivecly Fom waber quality degradation. The project ares is not
in critica} habitat for any listed species; therefore, critical habital will not be affccted.

NMF$ believes this project’s overall effects on sea turties and whales will be discountable or insignificant
based on the project’s specifications and location. Enianglements to sea hurtles and whales are snlikely 1o
eoour with the nefting wsed for the construction of offshers cayes; the proposed retting consisls of ight
Spestra knotless webbing constnssted of 3.0-inck (76 mm) stretch mesh. Based en the information
provided, the netting will be kept tightly stretched fo aveid any risk of entanglement, and there will not be
any floats, buoys, or loese trafling tines which might cotangle sea turtles or whales. In addition, the
mariciliae operation is monifored closely on a dufly basis weather permifting, 1o ensure 2utomatic
feeders are working properly, 1o stock the feeders, and to discourage poaching. To date, there have been
ro documented entanglements of s¢a turtles or whales with this type of cage in previous studies including
 similar aquaculiure project (Snapperfarm} that has been operating for nearly two years at Cutebra,
Puerto Rico, at similar depths.

Degradation of water quality by aqnaculture operations mzy pose a Tisk to resident sea hutles, although
NMFS considers the tisk discountable for whales, which are transient. Many land-based aguacultuye
operations kave been shown to have nnny problems with poor water guality conditions {e.g., high
amenoense, ritvite, niate, and phosphate Jevels), disease, snd poor quslity in the growsont finfish.
However, at the Culebra, Puerto Ricoe, cage cubtun: project, water quality smalyses indicate that there were
no statistica]l differences for ammotifa, nitrate, nitrite, and phrsphate concentrations in the water or i the
organic matter 2nd organic nitrogen in the scdiments, between the eage site and the control site. The
axrthers of the Bnvironmental and Socisl Eeonomic Evaluation report as weil as the Snapperfirm fnal
report believe that open-ocean cage systeams have lower envitonmenial ipacts than traditionsl
gquacultunt methods betause degraded water quality conditions are significantly diminished in open-
ocean cage sites, where strong cuerents Sowing futo decper waters quickly dilute wastes. Also, a5 part of
the action, the COE mdicates there i a detailed water quality monitoring plen that will be implemented
during cage deploymen! and operation in evder & determine whether the cape insialiation and operation
results i noy adverse impacts to EFE and associsted fishery species. I the results of the water quality
monitoring plan determine that any adverse impacts have resulted from either the cage instalfation ar

&

e g
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operation, then the COE indicates that they will reinitiate ESA section 7 consultation. Lastly, the COE
indicates that the dischatge process waters from the hatchery facilities will meet or exceed the Class B
Water Quality Criteria, which is the Eavironmental Protection Agency’s water quality standard for the

arca,

Minimal impacts associated with the fish hatchery conpstruction activity are expected; however, these are
limited to short-term and temporary impacts since project plans will inchude appropriate measures to
control for erosion, dust, noise, light, and sediment control during construction activity,

Based on the above informetion, we have determined that the action is not likely to adversely affect,
ESA-listed species under our purview. This concludes your ESA section 7 consultation responsibitities
with NMFS. Consultation must be reinitiated if a take occurs or new information reveals effects of the
action not previously considered, or the identified action is subsequentiy modified in a manmer that causes
an effect fo the lisied species or critical habitat in & manner or to an extent not previously considered, or if
a new spacies is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action. We
have enclosed additional information on other statutory requirements that may apply to this action, as well
as NMFS® new mechanism to allow you to track the status of this ard other ESA consultations.

Thank you for your continued cooperation #nd essistance in the conservation of threatened and

endangered species. If you have any questions please contact Mr. Juan Levesgue, protected species
biologist, at (727) 824-5312, o1 by e-mail at Juan.Levesque@noas.gov.

Sincerely you%

oy E. Crabtree, Ph.D.

egional Administrator
Enclosure
Ref: VSER/2004/01676
Fiie: 1514-22.£1, PR
3
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Additional Considerations for ESA Section 7 Consultations (Revised 12-6-2005)

Marine Mammal Protection Aot (MMPA) Reco: dations; The Endangered Species Act (ESA)
section 7 process does not authorize mcidental takes of listed or non-listed marine mammals. If such
takes may acour zn incidental take suthorization under MMPA section 101 {2)(5) is necessary. Contact
Ken Hollingshead of our NMFS Headquarters” Protected Resources staff at (301) 713-2323 for more

information sn MMPA permitting procedures.

Esscntiat Fish Habitat (FFH) Recommendationg: In addition to its protected species/eritical habitat

consultation reguirements with NMFS' Protected Resources Division (PRD) pursuant to section 7 of the
LS A, prior fo proceeding with the proposed action the action agency must also consult with NMFS?
Habitat Conservation Division (HCD) pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act’s (MSA) requirements for essential fish habitar (EFH) consultation (16 [1.5.C, 1855
(6)(2) and 50 CFR 600.905-.930, subpart K). The action agency should also ensure that the applicant
understands the ESA and EFH processes; that ESA and EFH consultations are separate, distincl, and
guided by different statutes, goals, and time lines for responding o the action sgency; and that fhe action
agency wili (and the applicant may) receive sepatate consciiation corespendence on NMES letterhead
from HCD regarding their concerns and/or finalizing EFH consultation.

Public Consuitation Tracling Systeq) (PCTS) Guigance: PCTS is an onlime query system ailowing

fiederal agencies and .S, Army Cerps of Engineers” (COE) permit applicants to track the status of
NMES comsultations wnider ESA section 7 and ander MSA sections 305(b)2 and 305(b)(4): Essential Fish
Habitat. Access PCTS via www.nmifs.nosa.govipets. Federal agencies are required to enter ans agency-
specific usemame and password to query the Federal Agency Site, The Corps Permit Site allows COE
permit applicants the ability to-check on the current status of Clean Water Aet section 404 permit actions
for which NMFS has conducted an ESA section 7 cousultation with the COE since the beginning of the
2001 fiscal year {no password needed). .

For COE-permitted projects, click on “Enter Corps Permit Site.” From the “Choose Agency Subdivision
(Required)” list, pick the appropriste COE district. At “Buter Agency Permit Number” type in the COE
district identifier, hyphen, year, hyphen, number. The COE is in the processing of converting its permit
application database to PCTS-compatible “ORM.” An example permit number is: SAT-2005-000001234-
IPS-1. For the Jacksonviile District, which has already converted to ORM, permit application numbers
should be entered as SAT (hyphen), fellowed by 4-digit year (hyphen), foilowed by permit application
numerie identifier with no preceding zeros. E.g., SAY.2005-123, SAY-2005-1234, SAJ-2005-12345.

For inquiries regerding applications processed by Corps districts that have not vet made the conversion 1o
ORM (e.g-, Mobile District), enter the 9-digit numeric identifier, or convert the existing COE-gssigned
application maumber to 9 numeric digits by deleting all istters, hyphens, and commas; converting the year
1o 4-digit format (e.g., -04 to 2004); and adding additional zeros in front of the nurneric identifier to make
2 tolal of 9 numeric digits. E.g, AL0OS-982-F converts to 200500982; MS05-04401-A converts to
200504401. PCTS questions should be directed to Eric Hawk at Bric Hawk@noaa.gov, Requests for
username and password should be directed e Aprit Wolstereroft (PCTSUsersupport@noas. govy.

4.

2
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----- Forwarded by Maria Clark/R2/USEPA/US on 04/12/2007 01:27 PM -—--

lisamarie carrubba <Lisamarie.Carrubba@noaa.gov>
03/19/2007 01:51 PM

To

"Cedeno-Maldonado, Jose SAJ" <Jose.Cedeno-Maldonado@saj02.usace.army.mil>, Maria
Clark/R2/USEPA/US@EPA

cc

Eric Hawk <Eric.Hawk@noaa.gov>, Robert Hoffman <Robert.Hoffman@noaa.gov>, teletha Mincey
<Teletha.Mincey@noaa.gov>

Subject

Ocean Harvest SAJ-2004-577

At Cedefio's request, I am writing to clarify that the February 7, 2006,
letter from NMFS Protected Resources Division closing ESA Section 7
consultation for permit application number SAJ-2004-577 mistakenly noted
that the Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc. project would include the grow
out of Caribbean spiny lobster. NMFS acknowledges that the Ocean
Harvest project as proposed will only involve cage culture of cobia.

Lee

Dr. Lisamarie Carrubba
NOAA Fisheries Service
Caribbean Field Office
787-851-3700
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
ANTILLES OFFICE
400 FERNANDEZ JUNCOS AVENUE
SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO 00901-3299

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Antilles Regulatory Section WUl -6 2006
SAJ-2004-577 (IP-JCM)

Mr. David Bernhart

Assistant Regional Administrator
Protected Resources Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Southeast Regional Office

263 13th Avenue South

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Dear Mr. Bernhart:

Reference is made to Department of the Army (DA) permit application number SAJ-
2004-577 (IP-JCM), regarding Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. (OHA) proposed
installation of ten finfish aquaculture “Ocean Spar” cages within waters of the Caribbean
Sea. More specifically, the cages would occupy a 54 acres site located two miles off
shore, at a bearing of 150 degrees, from Palmas del Mar Marina, Humacao, Puerto
Rico. In addition, the referenced proposal includes the development of Fish Hatchery
facilities at the Port of Yabucoa. Please refer to the above permit application number in
future correspondence regarding this case.

Reference is also made to phone conversations and e-mail exchanges (from June
15, 2006) between José A. Cedefio-Maldonado, from my staff, and Dr. Lisamarie
Carrubba, from your staff regarding subject permit application.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) was recently contacted by Ms. Maria
Clark from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Ms. Clark is now coordinating
EPAs National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance evaluation for Ocean
Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. (OHAI) proposal, as pursuant to the corresponding NPDES
permit application.

Ms. Clark has informed that as part of EPA's evaluation of the project
documentation, they noticed that the Corps’ coordination with National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, did not include Acropora spp. EPA
understands that in consideration of the new ruling, listing Acropora palmata and
Acropora cervicornis as federally threatened species, additional coordination with the
NMFS would be appropriate regarding those species. The Corps agrees with EPA’s
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assertion that Acropora spp. should be included in the Section 7 consultation for the
project.

Based on the above, in order to support EPAs evaluation and to avoid EPA from
having to initiate a new Section 7 consultation with NMFS for the project, the Corps
hereby requests NMFS to include Acropora palmata and Acropora cervicornis in our
Section 7 consultation for the referenced project.

The information submitted by the applicant states that neither Acropora palmata nor
Acropora cervicornis are present within, or in the vicinity of the project areas (both the
cages site and the land based hatchery facilities). On the other hand, based on
information provided by NMFS, the Corps understands that there is a possibility that
Acropora palmata may be found in the coral areas located in the vicinity of the Yabucoa
Harbor and the project hatchery facilities.

However, the Corps understands that the Environmental Monitoring Plan (including
water quality and benthic habitat monitoring) and corresponding contingency measures
to be implemented during the operation of the project (including the staggered
deployment of the proposed cages), as a requirement of the DA Permit, would
effectively prevent and minimize any potential effects on corals. Said Environmental
Monitoring Plan and corresponding contingency measures were subject to review and
approval by NMFS during our coordination for the project.

Based on the above, the Corps has determined that the proposed project may affect,
but is not likely to adversely affect the above referenced federally listed threatened
species. By this mean, we request concurrence from the National Marine Fisheries
Service — Protected Resources Division with the above determination, as part of our
previous Section 7 consultation for the project.

26



Thanks for your cooperation with our regulatory program. If you have any questions
or comments regarding this case, you may contact Mr. José A. Cedefio-Maldonado, at
telephone numbers 729-6905/6944 ext. 3063, or at the letterhead address.

Sincerely,

4 22l

Sindulfo Castillo
Chief, Antilles Regulatory Section

Copy Furnished:
Ms. Lisamarie Carrubba, Ph.D., Caribbean Field Office, Protected Resources Division,
National Marine Fisheries Service, PO Box 3323, Lajas, Puerto Rico 00667-3323
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My, Sinduifo Castilio, ;

Chief, Antillcs Regulatory Section
Department of the Anny, Corpe of Bnginsers
400 Femindez Juncos Avenno

San Juan, PR 00901-3299

~ Dear Mr. Castille:

This responds 1o your letter dated July 6, 2006, for our c&ncumce with your ]
determination that permit applicstion number SAJ-2004-577 requesting the installation of

- ten finfish cugts within & 34-aore site eant of Poles de] Mar Marina, Humscse, Puerto

Rico, may affect,’but is not Jikely to adversely aifect, vlkhom corels (4cropora palmata)
or stsghoin corals (4, cervicomit), The U.S. Amiy Corpe of Engineers (COE)-completed .
B seetion 7 convultation under the Endangerad Spacies Act (ESA) with the National )
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS} for the project on Fabruary 2, 2006, prior to the listing
of these two core] speeles as threstened. That consuliation did not include or make &
determination of potential projact impacts to these two coral species.

Although historic information’ indicstes that elkhorn corals were present on reefs in
Yabucoa Bay and ceys off the coast of Humacao, the benthic surveys performed for the
Ccesn Harvest project found no elkhorn coral op reefs surveyed in the sction srea. This
includes Yabucos Harbor whers the hatchery facility will be Jocsted, the aress where the
cages will be-instatied, and the coral reef aroas that wiil be used ps monitoring sites. The
irtter are prrt of thé environmental monitoring plan to be implementzd a8 one of the
specis! conditions of eny parmit issued by the COB. NMFS believes that, should - -
threstensd coral specics be present on reefs in the action ares, Impacty 1o these gpecies
resulting from the proposed cege operation are unlikely because: 1) The cage sito itself
will be located in an area characterized by nandy bottom with no coral growth; 2) the
iocation of the nearest roef in ot least 5,280 & {one mile) from the propored cage site, wd -
snvironments} mcniterinridats from & similar cage :}:eutien in Culebrs indicated that the
beothie area affected by that cage o}:eration extended only spproximately 1,300 £ (1/4-
mile) bayond the rvea of the cagen;® and 3) ousrent meter data from the proposed Ocean

- Harvest cago site indicste (hat prevailing ourrents do not move towiad Rreon of vorsl

reefs, Therefore, NMFS concurs with your determinstion thet the propossd project muy
effect but is pot likely to sdversely affect threatened corsl species. However, should
edditional information on Hated or proposed spacies become availsble or the project be
modified, this determinstion may be reconsidered. : )

! €. Goenage and G. Ciotrén, 1979, Inventory of the Pucrio Riean Gorsl Resfs, Deparrment of Nararal
Rescurces, Sen Juan, Puens Rico, ‘ ; .
IDE. Ajston, A. Cabarcas, 1, Capelle, DD, Benctil, und R, Clortds. 2004. Final Regort for Natianal

Marine Agusculture Initisdve: Environmenia! Impact of Susisimble Gifshare Cage Cuiture Production in 2%

Fuenta Ricen Watcrn. Linivessity of Puerto Rico, Maysglez, Puerio Rico. {/ )
ot

'
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Thank yoy for your efrom o m@e the conservt] ' i
h:bg:?t. If yvou have any questions regarding zsfmmﬁ ﬁ‘?rﬁﬁ:n:fg e
: 5?« 39’:1 ggn o:-h; Ocean Harvest project, plesss contact Dr. Lisamarie Carrubbe / m‘l; '
. , or by e-maii at ligamerie.carrghba@monk.gov. i

Sincerely, ?.
Roy B. Crabtree, Ph.D.

Regional Admintsirator

File: 1514-22.F.1.PR
Ref  1SER/2006/03242

P i

TOTAL .83
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Office of the Covernor

March 3, 2004

Mr. Edwin E. Mufiiz

Chief, Regulatory Section

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
400 Fernandez Juncos Ave.
San Juan, P.R. 00901-3299

SHPO: 03-01-04-02 MARINE AQUACULTURE, 54 ACRE SITE
LOCATES WITHIN NAVIGABLE WATERS OF THE CARIBBEAN
SEA, TWO MILES OFFSHORF, HUMACAOQ, PUERTO RICO/SA]-
2004-577 (IP-JCM)

Dear Mr. Mufiiz:

Our Office has received and reviewed the above referenced project in
accordance with Section 106 of the Nafional Histc i Prescroation Act of
1966 (Public Law 102-575) as amended in 1992 and 36 CFR Part 800:
Protection of Historic Properties from the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is to
advise and assist federal agencies when identifying historic properties,
assessing effects upon them, and considering alternatives to avoid or
reduce the project’s effects on them.

Our records support your finding that no historic properties are
located within the project's area of potential effects.

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please do not
hesitate to contact us. Please note that should the Agency discover
other historic properties at any point during project implementation,
you shouid notify the SHPO immediately, We appreciate your interest
in the rescue and preservation of our national historical heritage and
we reiterate our commitment to assist you in this endeavor.

Sincerely,

ETD/MB/img

H
S il r
= =o it bat ,r\]
FoE B B B & 5,
D T B 7

PO Box 9068581 Son juan PR 00706-6581 « Phone (7871 721-3737 Fax (7B7) 722-3427
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
QOffice of the Governor

November 22, 2004

Ms. Marie G. Burns

Chief, Enforcement and
Special Projects Branch

U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers
Antilles Office

400 Ferndndez Juncos Ave.
San Juan, P.R. 00901-3299

SHPO: 03-01-04-02 MARINF AQUACULTURE, 54 ACRE SITE
LOCATED WITHIN NAVIGABLE WATERS OF THE CARIBBEAN
SEA, TWO MILES OFFSHORE PLUS ADDITIONAL PROJECT
COMPONENTS, HUMACAQ, PUERTO RICO/SAJ-2004-577 (IP-
™)

Dear Ms. Burns:

Our Office received correspondence on November 3, 2004 regarding
the above referenced project. While we believe that an Agency’s
finding of no historic properties affected is appropriate for this
undertaking, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will need to submit an
official determination for our review in order to complete the Section
106 review.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please do not
hesitate to contact our Office. We appreciate your interest in the rescue
and preservation of our national historical heritage and we reiterate
our commitment to assist you in this endeavor,

e
QHILCICI},

AT

Sola Qliver

State Historic Preservation Officer
ESO/MB/img
f', _‘." B . “__'_T'_“"i__ __‘; 'é.;i__:i ."‘ ; 5 . d_ . R' - I -~ _;E.?
32 £ 34 gwg égﬁﬁgi;’l‘l
; i ! H e g o T o r =
I T T - iR S SRl ow 38 &
F 8 & R LI I O

FO Box 9066581 San Juan PR 00904-6581 » Phone (7871 721-3737 Fax (787) 722-3622
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEEHS
ANTILLES OFFICE
400 FERNANDEZ JUNCOS AVENUE
SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO 00501-3299

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Antilles Regulatory Section
SAJ-2004-577 (IP-JCM)

Ms. Elizabeth Sola Oliver

State Historic Preservation Officer

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO)
Office of the Governor

P.C. Box 9066581

San Juan, PR 00906-6581

Dear Ms. Sola Oliver:

Reference is made to Department of the Army (DA) Permit Application No. SAJ-
2004-577 {IP-JCM), regarding Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, I:ic. proposal for the
installation of ten aquaculture cages within a 54 acres area located two miles off shore
from the coast of Humacao, Puerto Rico, and the construction of fish hatchery facilities
within an approximately two-acres site, which adjoins the Part of Yabucoa. SHPO's
case number for this project is SHPQ: 03-01-04-02.

We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated November 22, 2004 regarding this
case. Said letter was received in our office on November 30, 2004, in response to our
November 1, 2004 transmittal of updated information about subject project.

Based on the information available, including the above-referenced letter from
SHPO, the Corps determines that the proposed project would not affect historic
properties within the area of potential effect. This determination is made in accordance
with 33CFR 325, Appendix C, 7.b and 36CFR 800.4(d){1).

If you have any questions or comments regarding this case, you may contact Mr,
José A. Cedeno-Maldonado, at telephone numbers 729-6905/6944 ext. 3063, o at the

letterhead address.

Sincerely,

/Q Q 113r)os

Sindulfo Castillo
Chief, Antilles Regulatory Section
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Office of the Governor

FeRroary 16, 2005

M. Sindulfo Castillo
Chief, Antilles Regulatory Sectiop =
LIS, Army Corps of Engineers by
400 Ferndmdez Juncos Ave.
San Juan, P. R. 00902-329%

SHPO:  03-01-04-02 MARIN'IJ AQUACULTURE, 54 ACRE SITE
LOCATED WITHIN NAVIGABLE WATERS OF THE CARIBEEAN
SEA, TWO MILES OFFSHORE, HUMACAQ, FUERTO RICOYSAJ-
2004577 (IP-JCM)

Dear Mr. Castillo:

Our Dffice has received and redjewed the above referenced project in
accordance with Section 106 of fhe National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (Public Law 102-575) as amended in 1992 and 36 CFR Part 800
Protection of Historic Properties fiom the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation.  The State Histoffe Preservation Officer (SHPO) is to
advise and assist federal agencids when identifying historic properties,
assessing effects upon them, ary considering alternatives to avoid or
reduce the project’s effects on thefm.

Our records support your fingding that no historic properties are
located within the project's area pf potenitial effects.

If you have any quest our please do not
hesitate to contact us. Please fpte that should the Agency discover
ofher historic properties at any| point during project implementation,
you should notify the SHPO § diately. We appreciate your interest
in the rescue and preservation pf our national historical hevitage and
whe reiterate our committnent to hesist you in this endeavor.

ol e Bellefh
P B SOGE5R1 Saan ucn PR (0904-658) « Phona (7871 7213737 Fen 783} 7228020

!
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"Cedeno-Maldonado, Jose SAJ" <Jose.Cedeno-Maldonado@saj02.usace.army.mil>
06/08/2006 01:28 PM

Maria:

As agreed | am forwarding an e-mail that we sent to OHAI, discussing the coordination with SHPO.
Please let me know if you have any questions in this regard.

Cordially,

José A. Cedefio-Maldonado, M.S.

Project Manager

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Jacksonville District - Antilles Regulatory Section
400 Fernandez Juncos Ave.

San Juan, Puerto Rico 00901-3299

Tel. (787) 729-6905/6944 Ext. 3063

Fax. (787) 729-6906

From: Cedeno-Maldonado, Jose SAJ

Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2005 1:28 PM

To: 'David B frazier msn'

Cc: Maria Soto; Schlueter.Edward @epamail.epa.gov; Wirth.Nikolaus@epamail.epa.gov; Castillo, Sindulfo
SAJ; Maldonado, Maria V SAJ

Subject: RE: SHPO - OHAI

Mr. Frasier:

As | explained over the phone earlier today, the letters that | sent you to/from SHPO make reference to
each other, and are sequential responses to one another. If you read our letters to SHPO, you will find
that they describe both the cages site and the fish hatchery facilities. SHPO’s responses were provided
based on the determinations made by the Corps in those letters. Therefore, SHPO'’s final determination
from February 16, 2005 refers to both project components. Based on the final letter from SHPO, we
deemed our National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) consultation complete. | am confident that once
you forward and explain this to EPA as part of your response to their request, and they review the
correspondence, in addition to the documentation that we submitted to them previously, they should be
able to reach a similar determination regarding the project’s compliance with the NHPA. However, if they
still have concerns, then they would have to coordinate with SHPO or request that you coordinate with
SHPO and provide additional clarification. In that regard, the Corps involvement in any pending
coordination with SHPO or any of the other federal resource agency, regarding EPA’s NEPA requirements
for your proposal, would be limited to providing copies of the documentation already generated during our
evaluation of the project. As you are aware, we already submitted the vast majority of our documentation
to EPA.

If you are interested in reviewing our files for your project once again to obtain any documents, which you
may understand EPA does not presently have, you are welcome to request an appointment with Ms. Vicky
Maldonado from our office, at extension 3053.

Cordially,

José A. Cedefio-Maldonado, M.S.
Project Manager
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Jacksonville District - Antilles Regulatory Section
400 Fernandez Juncos Ave.

San Juan, Puerto Rico 00901-3299

Tel. (787) 729-6905/6944 Ext. 3063

Fax. (787) 729-6906

From: David B frazier msn [mailto:atc_dbf@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2005 12:03 PM

To: Cedeno-Maldonado, Jose SAJ

Cc: Maria Soto; Schlueter.Edward@epamail.epa.gov; Wirth.Nikolaus@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: SHPO

Dear Jose Cedeno-Maldonado:

| received your fax copy of US Army Corp. of Engineers(COE) letter 1/31/05 and State Historic
Preservation Office(SHPO) response dated 2/16/05. In the COE letter it states that the proposed
hatchery site does not affect historic property. However in the SHPO response and concurrence, it only
references the project's area,as being defined in the Subject line as "54 acre site located within navigable
waters of the Caribbean sea, two miles offshore, Humacao Puerto Rico." No reference is made to the
Yabucoa hatchery site, nor it not affecting historic property. EPA August 2, 2005 letter to Ocean Harvest
Aquaculture Inc.(OHA) is specifically requesting OHA provide additional evidence from SHPO that both
onshore and offshore elements have no affect on historical property.

EPA August 2 2005 letter also request compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act and Endangered Species Act under the coordination of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Services(USFW) and National Marine Fisheries Service(NMFS).

The above three agencies USFW ,NMFS, and SHPO officially correspond with your agency(COE) on
these manners regarding the OHA project. OHA will need to be provided by the COE documentation
regarding these issues to complete the EPA 8/2/05 request.

Sincerely:

David B Frazier

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc,
Humacao, Puerto Rico.
787.852.2334 ph/fax
787.397.9592 cell
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June 28, 2004 E/SER4:TD

Mr. Sindulfo Castillo

Chief, Antilles Eegulatory Section
Deparment of the Army, Corps of Engineers
400 Femmandez Juncos Avenue

San Juan, Puerto Rico O0%01-3200

Diear Wr. Smdulfo:

NOAA s Wational Marime Fisheries Service (MMF5) has reviewed your letter, dated June 21, 2006,
regarding permit application mumber SAJ-2004-577(IP-JCK). The applicant, Ocean Harvest
Agquaculnare, Ine., requested authonzation to install cages mn the Canbbean Sea two miles offshore of
Palmas del Mar Marina, Humacaoe, Puerto Fico. Your letter is in response to our essential fish habitat
(EFH) conservation recommendations provided by letter dated Nowvember 29, 2004.

The wformation conceming the modified plans, and the actions to be mmplemented, largely incorporate or
otherwise address NMFES' recommendations and, therefore, the goals of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act and the regulations for implementing the EFH requirements of the
Act wonld be met. We sincerely appreciate efforts by the applicant and your staff to protect our Nation's
living marine resources. Felated action or matters needing our attention should be directed to the
attention of David Diale at Danid Dale o noas gov.

Sincerely,
e |

e, e ! for
Miles M. Croom

Assistant Regional Admimstrator
Habitat Conservation Division

oo (via elecmonic mail)
F/SER3-Carmubba
F5ER44-Fuebsamen




Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. New Source NPDES Permit Application

Appendix D: Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board - Water Quality Certificate



COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO
8 Office of the Governor
7 Environmental Quality Board

3 Yo fmm&@w
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

August 29, 2006

Mt. David Frazier

President ‘

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.
" 8 Surfside Street, Palmas del Mar

Hurnacao, Puerto Rico 00791

Dear Mr. Frazier:

RE: WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATE

OCEAN HARVEST AQUACULTURE.
TWO (2) MILES OFFSHORE FROM ]

HUMACAO, PUERTO RICO
NPDES NO. PR0026506

We have received and teviewed the application
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPD
amended (33 U.S.C. 466 et. seq.) (the Act) for th
and reviewed a request submitted by Ocean Harys
final Water Quality Cerdficate (WQC) issued on S¢
to the aforementioned WQC consist of the followi
1. Replace Special Condition 14 of the W
2) The permittee shall dispose of ace
contained within or on the net-
maximum extent practical these
receiving water body.

b} The perminee shall recover floating
water incidental to the operation of

Governing Board

INC.
'ALMAS DEL MAR MARINE

for a permit under Secton 402, National
ES), of the Federal Clean Water Act, as
e referenced facility, We also have received
st Aquaculture, Inc. (OHAT), to modify the
tpternber 30, 2005. The request modification

ng
DC by the following conditions:

ulated solids and attached matine growth
in a manner, which prevents to the

matedals from entering ot reentering the

debris and trash, which enters the receiving

the facility.

Environmental Agencies Bldg., 1308 Ponce de Ledn Ave., Stale Road 8838, Rfo Piedras, PR 00918
PO Box 11488, San Jusn, PR 00810

Tel. 787-767-8181 + Fax

787-767-4861




Mr. David Frazier

WQC Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.
NPDES No. PR0026506

Page 2

2. Modify Special Conditions 8 and 9, to £¢;

1d as follows:

a) 8. Solids from the production systerq shall not cause depositon in the bottom of

the receiving water body in such

ount that be deleterious to the existing or

designated uses of the receiving water body.

b) 9. OHAI shall implément an ann

monitoring program to determine if the

solids generated due to this actiVity cause deposition in the bottom of the
receiving water body in such amunt that be deleterious to the existing or
designated uses of the receiving yater body. The monitoring program shall

commence no later than thirty 3

D) days after the EQB’s written approval of

the Quality Assurance Project Pldn (QAPP). The QAPP must bie submitted

for evaluation and approval of E
Effective Date of the Permit (EI]

QB no later than thisty (30) days after the
P). The results of the monitoting program

shall be submitted to BQB no later than sixty {60) days of completion of the

monitoting program. Based on
will determine if it is necessary to

3 Modify in the Tables A1y A-2 the follg

4) Eliminate the following parameters:

the evaluation of the results obtined, EQB
revoke the Water Quality Certificate.

wing:
Surfactants (as MBAS) and Sulfates.

b) Add the phrase “ia Situ” in the cofumn of Sample Type for the parameters of
Termperamyre, Dissolved Oxygen, pHl and Turbidity to read “Grab or in Sira™.

Pursuant to Section 401 (2) (1) of the Act, after dfre consideration of the applicable provisions

established in the Puerto Rico Warer Quality §
and in Scctions 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 304(e), 306

reasonable assurance as determined by the Enyi

dards Regulaton (PRWQSR), as smended
nd 307 of the Act, it is certified that there is
nmental Quality Board (EQB) that the

alluded discharge will not cause violations to the applicable water quality standards ac the
receiving water body if the limitations and monitofing requirements on Tables A-1 and A-2 are
met. The conditions specified in the aforementioned tables shall be incorporated into the
NPDES permit in order to satisfy the provisions gf Section 301 (b) (1) (C) of the Act.
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Mr. David Frazier

WQC Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.
NPDES No. PR0026506

Page 3

If you have any objeciion to the WQC, you have

EQB within the statutory petiod (twenty (20) caley

received).

The Agency reserves the right to comment at a
aspects of the discharge.

Angé; O Berrios ;;%vesgt:c, PE.

Assoctate Membex

Caros W. Lépez
Chairm:

HJCA/Imr

< Mr. Walter E. Andrews, EPA-Region II
Eng. Carl-Axel P. Soderberg, EPA-CEPD

v%e right to request a teconsideration to the
ndar days from the date that the WQC is

#ccr date concerning other environmental

==X

Eugene Scour Amy, Esq.
Vice Chairwoman

es, Bsq.

in

\VCAFILESSERVER\Agua\Divisio Prermiess Fuentet Preciadast WORD\ Hery Jo-NCGANGCA Qcran Hiarvest Aqmeuure, Modifeatiin (PROC2S506).doc
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SPECIAL CO

NPDES NO. P

TIONS

26506

These special conditions are an integral part of the Water Quality Certificate (WQC) and shalt
be incorpotated into the NPDES pemnit in order to satsfy the provisions of Section

301®)(IXC) of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA)

1.

N

To discharges will only consist of fish ex

medications coming from production systent.

shall no exceed 25,000 Cobia fishes per cage.

The permittee shall install, maintain and oped
such 2 manner as 1o be in compliance with th

3

No toxic substances shall be discharged in
as specified in the NPDES permit. Thos

a5 amended (33 U.S.C. 466 et seq.):
brement and unconsumed fish food and

‘The maximum mumber of fish stocked

ate all water pollution control equipment in

applicable Rules and Regulations. 3

ic concentratons other than those allowed
toxic substances incladed in the permit

application, but not regulated by the NPDES permit, shall not exceed the concentrations
specified in the applicable regulatory fimitatdns. 23

The waters of Puerto Rico shall not contaig any substance attributable to discharge at

such concentration which, either alone or
substances is toxic ot produces undesirable

other fauna or flora. 2

as result of synergistic effects with other
physiological responses in human, fish or

All sample collection, preservation, and ahalysis shall be carried out in accordance

with the Code of Federal Regulation (I

) Number 40, Part 136, All chemical

analyses shall be certified by a chemist lictnsed to practice the profession in Puerto
Rico. All bacteriological tests shall be dertified by a microbiologist or a medical
technician licensed to practice the professidn in Puerto Rico. 13

No change in the design and configuratipn of the cages inslde of producdon atea
without the previous authotization of the Evironmental Quality Board {(EQB). ¢

The production system consists of ten (10) cages located within 20 area of 500 meters

length by 500 meters width. The cages h

25 meters of diameter and 15 meters of

height and are placed in two (2) rows of five (5) cages, each one, ata depth of 35 meters.




LT ey

Special Conditions
NPDES No. PR0026306
Page 2

MR e T A T S

a. The production area is delineated by the {+>I]owing points:

Points
"Point 1
Point 2
Point 3
Point 4

b. The production area sampling points

Géographic Coordinates (NAD 27}
18°03"25.9” N, 65°45°24.5” VW

18°03'26.2” N, 65°46°7.5" W

18°03°0.9" N, 65%46’7.3” W

18°03°3.69" N, 65°45°24.3" W

sl{all be situated at points 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11

and 12, which ate located at the followig coordinates:
oin QMMQ&M
Point 5 18°03'26” N 65°46’19.3" W
Point 6 18p03°259" N 65°46'12.8” W
Point 7 1§°03'22” N 65°4677.5” W
Point 8 18°03°14” N 65°46'7.3” W
Point 9 18°039.9" N 65°46'12.8” W
Point 10 18°03°9.9" N 65°46°19.3” W
Point 11 8°03"14” N 65°46'24.3° W
Point 12 18°03°22" N 65°46°24.5" W

¢. The backgtound sampling station sha
point 1 of the production ares, in thd
W,

1 be located one hundred (100) metess from
following point: 18°03°28.2” N, 65°46°27.”
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g Fifieen (15) months after the Effectivg

d. The permirtee shall perform current veld
background sampling station during eack

e. The permittee shall maintain records of]
production area and background samplil
date when the equipment was obtained

model, etc.

wanelRenrode

city measures (speed and direction) in the
sampling event.

the equipment used to be sitated at the
he points.  Such records shall include the
ot leased, calibration date, serial number,

To identify the location of the production ares and background sampling points, the
permittee shall use the procedure established in the EPA-QA/QC for 301 (b)

Document (Table D-1 Exarnple ZID Bopdaty station Jocations).

If the permittee determines to use anothg

t tethod to identify the sampling points of

the production atea and background, the permittee shall, prior 1o the utilization of

such method; obtain the written apprav

f. The samples of the eight (8) stations pf the production area and the reference

background monitoring station shall be
10%, 50%, 90% of the depth.

taken at theee (3) depths in each station:

Date of the Permit (EDP), the petmitree

shall submit a report of the fitst year pf the monitoring program. Based on the
review of the monitoring results the EQB will determine if its is necessary to
reopen the WQU to modify (increase or decrease) the monitoring requitements ot

the location and/or number of ambieng monitoring stations.

Solids from the production system shall rfot cause deposition in the bottom of the
receiving water body in such amount that pe deleterions to the existing or designated

uses of the receiving water body.

OHALI shall implement an annual monitbring program o determine if the solids
gencrated due to this activity cause deposftion in the bottom of the receiving water
body in such amount that be deleterions) to the existing or designated uses of the
- receiving watet body. The monitoring prpgram shall commence no latet than thirty
(30) days after the EQB’s written apptoyal of the Quality Assurance Project Plan
(QAPP). The QAPP must be submitted fr evaluation and approval of BQB no later
than thirty (30) days after the EDP, Thejresults of the monitoring program shall be
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program. Based on the evaluation of the s¢sults obtained, EQB will detexmine if it is

submitted to EQB no latet than sixty b(ﬁi) days of completion of the monitoring
cate.

necessaty o revoke the Water Quality Certi

10.  The referenced activity shall not cause thegrowth ox propagation of organisms that
negatively disturb the ecological equilibriu in the areas adjacent to the production
system.

11.  The production atea shall be free of débris, scum, floating oil and sny other
substances that produce objectionable odors|

12. The permittee shall mainuin the production system in good operating conditions. At
least quarterly, the production system shall be inspected to determine if some tepairs,
seplacing, etc., is requited. A report of sych inspections shall be submirted to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ald EQB no later than sixty (60) days after
the performance of the inspection.

13, The permittee shall employ efficient feed mnagement and feeding strategies that Limit
feed input to the minimum amount reasonably necessary o achieve production goals
and sustain targeted rates of animal growth.

14.  The permittee shall dispose of accumulated solids and attached marine growth
contained within or on the net-pen in a njenner, which prevents w the maximum
extent practical these materials from cnterinrgor teentering the receiving water body.

15.  The permittee shall recover floating debris ahd trash, which enters the teceiving water
incidental to the operation of the facility.

16.  The permittee shall remove and dispose of asfmal mortalities propetly on a regular basis
to prevent discharge to a water body.

17. The permittee shall ensure proper storage pf medications, pesticides and feed in 2
manner that prevent spills that may result in the dischatge of such substances to 2
water body. Also, shall implement procedupes for propetly conteining, cleaning and
disposing of any spilled matecial.

18.  The EQB, can rtequire that the permitteq conduct bivaccumulation studies, dye
studies, water quality studies or aay other pegtinent studies, If the EQB require one or
more of the aforementioned studies, the permittee will be notified to conduct such
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study(ies). One hundred and twenty (120) days after the notification of the EQB, the
permittee shall submit, for evaluation and agproval of the EQB, a protocol to conduct
such study(ies). Sixty (60) days after the EQB approval, the petmitree shall conduce
such study(ies). Ninety (90) days after conducting such study(ies), the petmittee shall
submit a report that includes the results of syich study(es).

19.  The authorization for the production atep will not be transferable and does not
convey any property rights of any sort or any exclusive privileges, nor it authorizes any
injury to persons or property or invasion of other private rights, of any infringement
of Federal or State law or regulations.

20.  Each condition of this WQC is considered a3 separate. Therefore, if the applicability of
any condition of this WQC is stayed due to fny circumstance, the remaining conditions
of this WQC will not be affected.

21.  The EQB, by the issuance of the WQC, does not relieve the applicant from its
responsibility to obtain additional permits of authorizations from the EQB as required
by law. The issuance of the WQC shall not be construed as an authotization to conduct
activities not specifically covered in the WQC, which will cause water pollution as
defined by the Puerto Rico Water Quality Standards Regulaton (PRWQSR), as
amended. ¢

1,2, 3 and 4 sce next page
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Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. New Source NPDES Permit Application

Appendix E: Water column and benthic effects modeling

Available upon request



MClark
Text Box
Available upon request


Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. New Source NPDES Permit Application

Appendix F: Alternative site analysis



Alternative site analysis:

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc. proposed to develop Cobia (Rachycentron canadum) on a
commercial scale in open-water submerged cage systems in Puerto Rico. Six sites were
evaluated by Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc. using collected data and a defined set of
criteria. All elements within the category were sub-totaled and a grand total of all categories
were compiled. Any site ranking more than 100 was considered for further study.

The alternative locations considered were:

PR1: located 3.218 688 kilometers (2 miles) off Palmas Del Mar/Yabucoa, P.R. bearing 150
degrees.

PR2: located 4.023 36 kilometers (2.5 miles) off Punta Arenas, Vieques bearing 195 degrees.
PR3: located 3.057 753 6 kilometers (1.9 miles) off Crash Boat, P.R. bearing 311 degrees.
DR1: located 2.896 819 2 kilometers (1.8 miles) off Punta Cana Resort, Dominican
Republic.

DR2: located 2.414 016 kilometers (1.5 miles) off Bayahibe, Dominican Republic bearing
155 degrees.

DR3: located 2.896 819 2 kilometers (1.8 miles) off Cumayasa, Dominican Republic bearing
245 degrees.

Specification of the levels of each variable:

Bathymetry data

Water depths lower than 24.384 meters (80 ft) and more than 45.72 meters (150 ft) was
considered as too shallow and too deep, respectively. Depths between 27.432-37.795 2
meters (90-124 ft) was considered as the ideal depth-range for this type of aquaculture cages
operation.

Average wind velocity

Wind affects both the submerged structures and the animals under culture. Additionally, the
ability to feed animals daily will be dependent on the average daily oceanic conditions. Thus,
a light wind velocity is the more desirable for the cage operations since it facilitates routine
work at the water surface (i.e., feeding and harvesting) that will decrease potential damage on
the cage’s structure. Consequently, light winds had the highest ranking values and strong
winds the lowest.

Current patterns

Moderate currents and water flow are necessary to maintain water and removal of waste
products from farm site. Frequent storms and turbulent seas make it difficult to practice most
types of mariculture. Consequently, moderate water currents are desirable for the Ocean
Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. operation helping to remove waste generated in the cages systems



while allowing the routine work (i.e., diving activities). These characteristics had the
maximum ranking value.

Proximity of freshwater source such as rivers

The further away from fresh water source the more desirable. Sites closer to a source of
freshwater had a lower ranking value.

Protection against hurricane passage

Areas which are highly protected from hurricane passage are desirable for aquaculture
operation. However, it should be noted that these areas are limited or non-existent in Puerto
Rico. Furthermore, the pathway of hurricanes are difficult to predict. Thus, the ranking
given to each site was based considering the pathway of hurricane passage during the last 50
years. Sites with higher incidence of hurricane passage had the lowest ranking values.

Proximity to sensitive areas such as mangroves, coral reefs or sea grass
Distance from sensitive areas such as mangroves, coral reefs or sea grass is desirable for the

any mariculture cage operations, therefore, sites located near sensitive areas decreased in
ranking values.

Potential damage to big animals (sharks, dolphins., whales

None or low potential for damage to large marine animals is desirable for any mariculture
operation, consequently low damage potential had the highest-ranking value.

Proximity to mating areas for whales, turtles, or other mammals

Distant from these areas is desirable therefore; sites near mating areas had the lowest ranking
value.

Sources of pollution (municipal and industrial runoff)

Sites with close proximity to run off pollution had lower ranking value.

Preliminary perception and attitudes of local authorities

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. operation wants positive perceptions from the local
authorities, therefore preliminary positive reaction from local authorities was assigned with a
higher ranking values.



Support from the community

Support from the local community is a very important component of the operation,
consequently sites where Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. developed good contact and
support from the local community ranked higher than other sites.

Potential conflicts with the fishermen

The fishing community is an important component of the Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.
operation. Consequently higher criteria values were given to sites with preliminary
acceptance from the local fishing community.

Potential conflict with tourism activities

No conflict with tourism is expected. However, close proximity to any tourist area was
indicated as a higher potential for conflict and distance from any tourist area was given an
indication of none or low potential for conflict and therefore higher ranking scores.

Potential conflict with boat traffic

No conflict with boat traffic is expected. However, close passage of big-boats was indicated
as a high potential for conflict and distant passage of big-boats was indicated as low or no
potential for conflict and therefore higher ranking scores.

Availability of technical and general workforce

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.’s operation will require a large workforce, consequently the
availability of a variety of workers was an indication of a highly desirable site and therefore
higher ranking scores.

Availability of roads and transportation

The availability of roads and transportation will facilitate smooth logistical operations at
Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.; hence, a site with good means of transportation was highly
desirable and therefore ranked higher scores.

Proximity to international airports, major distribution centers, educational facilities, ports

Close proximity to an international airports, major distribution centers, educational facilities,
ports, facilitated efficient business practices for Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.;
consequently, sites with availability of these infrastructure components had the highest
ranking value.



Feasibility to install a hatchery facility and processing plant

Sites with high potential to develop a hatchery and processing plant facilities in close
proximity to the offshore Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc. site obtained higher ranking value.

Security

Safer sites obtained higher ranking value. This criterion was developed based on information
from the local community.

Availability of communication, electricity, and freshwater

Availability of communication, electricity, and freshwater facilitate efficient operations at
Ocean Harvest Aquaculture, Inc.; consequently, the presence of these infrastructure items
obtained higher ranking scores.

Matrix rate

The site selection matrix rates each sites in five categories. Each category has from one to eleven
elements to be considered. A one to five scale was used to rank the elements in each category.
One represents a negative assumption regarding the element and a score of five represents a
positive assumption and predicting that the higher the number the more suitable the site will be
for the proposed project. A threshold was given, so that any of the proposed sites ranking over
100 points was considered for further study.

PR PR PR DR DR
1 2 3 1 2

Physical factor sinclude:

Bathymetry type
Coastal topography
Average and maximum wind velocity
Current patterns
Proximity of freshwater source such as rivers
Hurricane protection
Fallowing option

ADNWOWP~,®OWPHAD
N DDA DDDMM
NNWPRWWW®W
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Biological factors could include:

Proximity to sensitive areas such as mangroves, coral reefs or sea grass 4 3 3 1 3 3
Potential predators (sharks, dolphins, whales). 4 4 3 3 3 3
Proximity to mating areas for whales, turtles, and mammals 4 4 2 4 4 4
12 11 8 8 10 10
Chemical factors could include:
Sources of pollution (municipal and industrial runoff) 4 4 3 2 4 4
The socio-economic factor could include:
Permitting process 1 1 1 4 4 4
Preliminary perception and attitudes of local authorities 4 3 4 4 4 4
Support from the community 4 3 4 3 3 3
Potential vandalism and poaching 4 3 3 3 2 2
Possible conflicts with the fishermen 4 3 3 3 4 4
Conflict with tourism activities 4 4 4 2 4 2
Conflict with boat traffic 4 4 4 3 4 3
Availability of technical and workforce 4 2 4 3 3 3
29 23 27 25 28 25
Infrastructure factors could include:
Availability of road 5 2 4 4 3 3
Transportation 4 2 4 3 3 3
Proximity to airports (local and international) 4 2 4 4 4 4
Proximity to major distribution centers 4 2 4 4 4 4
Proximity to educational facilities concerning the area or interest 4 2 4 3 3 3
Feasibility to install a hatchery facility 4 2 3 2 2 2
Feasibility to install a processing plants 4 3 3 3 3 3
Proximity to ports 4 2 4 3 3 4
Security 4 2 3 4 2 2
Availability of communication 3 2 4 3 1 2
Availability of electricity and freshwater 2 2 4 4 2 2
42 23 41 37 30 32

Total all sections 111 86 99 92 92 94
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Appendix G: Environmental Justice analysis



EPA Region 2 Environmental Justice Analysis

Case Study: Yabucoa and Humacao, Puerto Rico

The Region 2 Environmental Justice (EJ) Analysis supports EPA Region 2's Interim
Policy for Environmental Justice (IP). The specific community that is under evaluation
for inclusion in the Region's EJ program is referred to as the Community of Concern
(COC) inthe IP. The analysis process hinges on the comparison of the respective levels
of minority representation, low-income representation and the environmental burden of
the COC relative to its statistical reference area. If the demographic analysis (first step)
identifies the COC as an EJ area, then a full EJ analysis is conducted.

Demographic Analysis

The first step of EJ analysis evaluates demographic data. The analysis is conducted by
comparing the demographic characteristics of a discrete, geographically defined
community to its respective statistical reference area. Due to the special situation in
Puerto Rico and Virgin Island, only the “percent below poverty” is applied for evaluation
of a potential EJ community. The percent poverty for the COC was compared to an
appropriate statistical reference, in this case Puerto Rico. The location of the COC
determines which statistical reference area is used.

Demographic Analysis for Yabucoa

Indicators Puerto Rico Thresholds COC Indicator Urban/Rural

Percent Minority: NA 0 urban
Percent Poverty: 45.2 54.8 urban

Demographic Analysis for Humacao

Indicators Puerto Rico Thresholds | COC Indicator |Urban/Rural

Percent Minority: NA 0 urban
Percent Poverty: 45.2 46.1 urban



http://www.epa.gov/region02/community/ej/poltoc.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region02/community/ej/poltoc.htm
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#statistical_approach
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#data
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#clusteranalysis
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#PercentMinority
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#PercentPoverty
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#statistical_approach
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#data
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#clusteranalysis
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#PercentMinority
http://r2notes3.r02.epa.gov/Intranet/iOPM-ISB.nsf/allwebpages/73F4C8E645A1DAA285256E0C0051708F?OpenDocument#PercentPoverty

Environmental Load Profile (ELP)

A full EJ analysis entails an environmental burden analysis. Region 2 uses the concept of
an Environmental Load Profile (ELP). The profile would provide a representation of the
environmental load (i.e., relative environmental burden) within a community. The ELP
serves to identify communities that may bear a disproportionate environmental load in
comparison to statewide-derived thresholds. Currently, the ELP consists of the following
three indicators: Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) Air Emissions, Air Toxics, and Facility
Density. The ELP generates a summary report that provides a numeric value for the state
threshold, an indicator of the community of concern (COC Indicator), and the ranking of
the community in the state. These calculated values not only identify whether the
particular community meets an ELP threshold, but upon exceedance, the indicator value
is ranked to provide a measure of magnitude.

Ranking

In addition to quantifying the facility density indicator, a ranking system is used to
provide a measure of the magnitude of the potential risk in these communities in
comparison to the rest of the state. Ranking is established on a scale of 1 to 10 (i.e., one
being the lowest potential risk and ten having the highest potential risk.) Communities
with indicator values lower than the benchmark are ranked 0.

Establishing the Benchmark Value

The median, instead of the arithmetic mean, is used to establish a benchmark value for
the facility density indicator. Data of environmental indicators typically include a small
number of extremely high or extremely low values such outlying data points skew the
distribution of the environmental indicator and can greatly influence the mean value. On
the other hand, the median of a skewed distribution is not as heavily influenced by the
outlying data points and is therefore a better representative of the entire dataset for the
purposes of establishing a benchmark value.

Historically, industrial facilities were located in areas where a high percentage of
minority and low income (i.e., potential EJ) populations exist. Conversely, non-potential
EJ areas have less industrial facilities. A statistical analysis on the facility indicator
confirms the above assumption.

Benchmark Values for Facility Density Indicator

NY NJ PR VI
State 60 83 61 65
potential EJ areas 224 338 54 49

Non-EJ areas 57 78 119 70



The median indicator value of Non-Potential EJ areas is lower than the median indicator
value of Potential EJ areas in New York and New Jersey. Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands, however, portray a different picture due to the fact that only low income data is
evaluated for potential EJ areas in the Caribbean. Further, we have found overall that
industries are concentrated in a number of cities where people have higher income than
those in the rural sections. Nonetheless, in terms of public health, a more conservative
approach was adopted to better gauge a community's health condition. For NY and NJ,
the median of Non-Potential EJ areas is used as the benchmark value, while for PR and
VI the median of the state is used as the benchmark.

Environmental Load Analysis for Yabucoa

Indicators Puerto Rico Threshold |COC Indicator |Ranking
TRI Indicator: 10.48 4.82 0
Facility Density Indicator: 61 162.04 5
Air Toxics Cancer Indicator: 41 28.71 0
Air Toxics Non-cancer Indicator: 3.2 .92 0

Environmental Load Analysis for Humacao

Indicators Puerto Rico Threshold | COC Indicator |Ranking
TRI Indicator: 10.48 5.86 0
Facility Density Indicator: 61 320.65 8
Air Toxics Cancer Indicator: 41 67.3 7
Air Toxics Non-cancer Indicator: 3.2 3.13 1

The analysis indicates that some of the indicators values for the COCs are greater than
the Puerto Rico thresholds. However, this proposed project does not contribute
specifically to the ELP indicators.


http://intranet.r02.epa.gov/intranet/gis/elp_doc/ELP_meta_data.htm#StateThresholds
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http://intranet.r02.epa.gov/intranet/gis/elp_doc/ELP_meta_data.htm#COCIndicator
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http://intranet.r02.epa.gov/intranet/gis/elp_doc/Indicator_desc_facden.htm
http://intranet.r02.epa.gov/intranet/gis/elp_doc/Indicator_desc_airtoxics.htm
http://intranet.r02.epa.gov/intranet/gis/elp_doc/Indicator_desc_airtoxics.htm
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Appendix H: Environmental Monitoring Plan



Environmental Monitoring Plan

Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc.
# 8 Surfside Street, Paimas Del Mar, Humacao
P.R. 00791
787.852.2334 (office tel and fax)

Prepareg By:
i :dk._

Thomas M. ‘(fomett

David B. Frazier
President

Date: ‘5 /- &j

Submitted To:

NOAA -NMFS-
US Army Corps of Engineers
Environmental Quality Board
Environmental Protection Agency

The material provided in this Environmental Monitoring Plan
remains the property of Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc. It may not
be reproduced in whole or in part except with the express written
authority of Ocean Harvest Aquaculture Inc.
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